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FINAL  COORDINATION 

The  attached  Environmental  Assessment/Programmatic  Section  4(f) 
Evaluation  (EA/4(f))  remains  essentially  unchanged  from  the  document 
signed  by  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA)  on  September  22, 
1989.  A  combined  location  and  design  public  hearing  was  held  on 
October  10,  1989  in  the  McGrade  Elementary  School  gymnasium  in  Libby, 
Montana.  The  purpose  of  this  meeting  was  to  present  the  project  to 
interested  persons  and  local  agencies  and  to  solicit  input  on  the 
project.  Summary  of  the  proceedings  and  list  of  the  participants  are 
made  part  of  this  document  and  placed  near  the  end  of  the  Appendix. 
Ms.  Maggie  Craig's  letter  concerning  the  EA/4(f)  and  MDOH  response  to 
her  concerns  and  comments  are  also  made  part  of  this  document  and  are 
placed  at  the  end  of  the  Appendix. 

Subsection  4.19  Hazardous  Waste  is  added  at  the  end  of  this  document. 
Table  of  contents  is  revised  to  incorporate  this  addition. 

Since  the  approval  by  FHWA  of  this  document  for  public  availability,  no 
changes  have  occurred  at  the  project  site  or  any  modifications  made  to 
the  proposed  project  as  described  in  this  document. 

After  August  1,  1989,  when  Montana  Department  of  Highways  (MDOH)  and 
State  Historic  Preservation  Office  (SHPO)  agreed  that  the  Swamp  Creek 
project  would  have  no  effect  on  significant  cultural  resources,  the 
Kootenai  National  Forest  notified  MDOH  by  telephone  that  the  archae- 
ological remains  of  the  Swamp  Creek  Ranger  Station  had  been  found  in  the 
project  area.  The  Forest  Service  considers  the  historic  site  National 
Register  eligible  under  Criterion  D.  MDOH  anticipates  that,  when  the 
Forest's  site  record  and  evaluation  are  completed  (expected  late  this 
spring),  SHPO  will  agree  that  the  old  ranger  station  is  significant. 
Because  some  site  features  will  be  impacted  by  road  construction,  MDOH 
will  have  to  prepare  another  Determination  of  Effect.  The  features  that 
will  be  destroyed  are  depressions  and  foundations  where  structures  once 
stood,  and  are  considered  important  only  for  their  archaeological 
potential.  Mitigation  through  excavation  will  probably  be  necessary.  A 
4(f)  statement  is  not  required  for  the  Swamp  Creek  Ranger  Station  since 
typically  such  documents  are  not  written  for  archaeological  sites. 

The  FINDING  OF  NO  SIGNIFICANT  IMPACT  (FONSI)  for  the  Environmental 
Assessment  precedes  this  page.  The  signed  FONSI  completes  the  require- 
ments for  a  final  environmental  document  on  this  proposed  project. 
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1.   DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 

The  proposed  action  consists  of  the  reconstruction  of  a  portion 
of  U.S.  Highway  2  (FAP  1)  in  Lincoln  County,  Montana  to  updated 
standards  of  design  and  safety.  The  proposed  project,  known  as 
Swamp  Creek  -  East  (12  Miles  SE  of  Libby  SE) ,  will  begin  approxi- 
mately 12.3  miles  southeast  of  Libby  at  the  southeast  end  of 
Project  BRF  1-1(23)45  (Libby  Creek  Bridge)  and  will  extend  south- 
easterly approximately  12.2  miles.  The  project  location,  vicini- 
ty and  termini  are  shown  on  Figures  1  &  2 . 

Construction  is  tentatively  planned  for  1993. 

The  roadway  will  be  fully  reconstructed  in  accordance  with 
updated  standards  to  meet  a  60  mph  design  speed.  The  roadway 
will  be  graded  to  accommodate  a  40  foot  wide  surface,  however, 
only  a  32  foot  wide  paved  top  surface  will  be  constructed  ini- 
tially— two  12-foot  wide  traffic  lanes  with  4-foot  shoulders  as 
shown  on  the  typical  section  on  Figure  3.  A  truck  climbing  lane 
for  west  bound  traffic  is  planned  between  mileposts  54.1  and 
55.5.  The  new  alignment  will  follow  the  existing  alignment  as 
closely  as  possible  while  flattening  substandard  horizontal  and 
vertical  curves. 

The  highway  corridor  runs  through  a  rural  area  consisting  of 
fairly  flat  bottom  lands  along  Swamp  Creek  and  Schreiber  Creek. 
Outside  the  drainage  bottoms,  the  terrain  is  steep  and  timber 
covered.  The  flat  lands  adjacent  to  the  stream  are  used  mainly 
for  hay  production  and  grazing.  Timber  production  is  an  impor- 
tant commercial  activity  in  the  area.  Scattered  residences  are 
located  along  the  project. 

Reconstruction  will  include  widening,  grading,  drainage,  surfac- 
ing, signing,  pavement  markings,  guardrail,  topsoiling,  seeding, 
and  necessary  utility  relocation. 

Other  related  projects  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  action 
include: 

Project  1-1(19)38,  Libby  Southeast,  from  near  Libby  to  Libby 
Creek  near  the  northwest  end  of  this  project.  The  project 
was  completed  in  1988; 

Project  BRF  1-1(23)45,  replacement  of  the  Libby  Creek 
Bridge,  located  adjacent  to  the  northwest  end  of  this 
project,  completed  in  1988; 

Project  BRF  1-1(23)45,  replacement  of  the  Miller  Creek 
Bridge,  located  at  approximate  Milepost  56.7  (Sta.  662+00) 
and  within  the  limits  of  this  project,  completed  in  1988; 

Project  BRF  1-1(27)57,  replacement  of  the  Fisher  River 
Bridge,  located  adjacent  to  the  southeast  end  of  this 
project,  completed  in  1988;  and, 
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Project  F  1-1 (  )57,  Pleasant  Valley,  from  the  Fisher  River 
Bridge  Project  mentioned  above  to  the  east,  scheduled  ready 
date  is  May  1995. 

No  limited  access  control  will  be  acquired  along  this  project. 
Existing  access  will  be  perpetuated  where  necessary. 


2.   PURPOSE  AND  NEED 

U.S.  Highway  2  in  the  project  area  is  on  Federal  Aid  Primary 
Route  1.  It  is  part  of  an  extensive  system  of  rural  arterial 
routes  important  to  interstate,  statewide  and  regional  travel. 
This  route  is  a  vital  element  contributing  to  the  local  and 
regional  economy  which  is  heavily  oriented  toward  timber,  agri- 
culture and  recreation  activities.  This  route  connects  the 
communities  of  Libby  and  Kalispell. 

The  primary  objectives  of  the  proposed  action  are  as  follows: 

to  improve  highway  convenience  and  safety  and  reduce 
accidents; 

to  improve  horizontal  curves,  vertical  curves  and 
roadway  width  to  meet  current  standards ;  and 

to  provide  a  modern  highway  facility  compatible  with 
the  human  and  natural  environment. 

The  highway  was  built  as  part  of  the  Forest  Highway  Program  under 
several  different  projects.  Most  of  the  existing  road  was  built 
in  1935  and  1936  and  was  improved  in  1939.  It  is  generally  a  20 
foot  wide,  two  lane  facility — two  10  foot  driving  lanes  with  no 
shoulders. 

For  a  highway  of  this  type,  in  this  terrain,  it  is  normally 
considered  acceptable  to  design  the  facility  to  safely 
accommodate  vehicles  traveling  at  60  miles  per  hour  —  the  design 
speed.  There  are  3  horizontal  curves  with  design  speeds  less 
that  60  mph--the  curves  are  5°  (a  radius  at  centerline  of  1146 
feet)  which  will  accommodate  a  design  speed  of  58  mph.  There  are 
approximately  12  vertical  curves  with  sight  distance  (the 
distance  in  which  a  vehicle  can  safely  stop  after  viewing  an 
object  on  the  roadway)  at  absolute  minimum  or  less(1). 

A  truck  climbing  lane  for  west  bound  traffic  is  planned  between 
Mileposts  54.1  (Sta.  526+00)  and  55.5  (Sta.  597+50).  The  lane  is 
justified  in  this  area  based  on  percent  grade  (4.32%),  length  of 
grade  (about  1  mile)  and  traffic  volumes  and  percent  truck  traf- 
fic listed  in  4.16  TRAFFIC  and  using  AASHTO  guidelines<1>. 


3.   ALTERNATIVES  CONSIDERED 
Two  alternatives  are  proposed: 

1.  The  no-build  alternative.  While  this  alternative  would 
not  satisfy  any  of  the  objectives  of  the  proposed  action, 
the  3  existing  substandard  horizontal  curves  and  the  12 
substandard  vertical  curves  would  remain.  The  existing  20 
foot  wide  paved  surface  would  remain  and  would  be  inconsist- 
ent with  the  32  foot  wide  (40  foot  future)  pavements  recent- 
ly constructed  or  planned  for  adjacent  projects. 

2.  The  preferred  alternative.  Widen  the  existing  roadway 
to  provide  12  foot  traffic  lanes  and  4  foot  paved  shoulders 
(32  foot  total  surface  width)  with  provisions  for  future 
shoulder  widening  to  8  feet  (40  foot  wide  total  surface 
width) .  Improve  horizontal  and  vertical  alignments  to 
provide  a  60  mph  design  speed. 

Other  alternatives,  using  alignments  other  than  the  existing, 
have  been  considered  but  were  not  selected  for  discussion  and 
complete  analysis  in  this  document  since  they  would  require 
extensive  amounts  of  additional  right-of-way  and  would  have 
significantly  greater  impacts  on  streams,  cultural  resource  sites 
and  other  features  than  the  alternatives  proposed  above. 


4.   AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT  AND  IMPACTS 

The  following  sections  discuss  existing  conditions  and  potential 
impacts  of  the  proposed  project.  Where  appropriate,  mitigation 
measures  are  discussed. 


4.1. SOCIAL  AND  ECONOMIC 

The  following  is  a  summary  of  the  population  in  the  enumeration 
areas  surrounding  the  project  area  by  race  and/or  national  ori- 
gin, based  on  U.S.  Census  Data(2>: 

White  838 

Black  0 

American  Indian  5 

Asian  &  Pacific  Islander  8 

Other  0 

Spanish  0 

Total  851 

There  are  no  known  communities  or  concentrations  of  minorities  in 
the  project  area. 

The  main  trade  activities  in  the  project  area  are  farming, 
logging  and  tourism.  The  route  carries  traffic  from  Kalispell  to 
Libby  and  functions  as  a  scenic  drive  through  the  area.  There 
are  no  schools,  churches  or  designated  recreational  sites  along 
the  project. 

The  improvements  primarily  involve  upgrading  the  existing  facili- 
ty to  provide  a  wider  roadway  capable  of  safely  handling  project- 
ed traffic  loads  and  will  be  constructed  near  the  existing  align- 
ment. Existing  traffic  patterns  will  not  be  changed  significant- 
ly. Existing  approaches  and  access  will  be  perpetuated  where 
needed.  There  will  be  some  short  term  beneficial  economic  im- 
pacts to  the  local  communities  during  the  construction  period. 

No  other  social  or  economic  impacts  have  been  identified. 

4.2.   RELOCATIONS 

The  following  structures  will  reguire  relocation: 

Shed  left  of  Milepost  47.4  (Sta.  119+50). 

Shed  left  of  Milepost  47.5  (Sta.  125+75). 


Small  barn  left  of  Milepost  47.6  (Sta.  129+75). 

Garage  and  house  left  of  Milepost  47.7  (Sta.  131+00  - 
132+00) . 

Garage  left  of  Milepost  53.5  (Sta.  491+00). 

Barn  right  of  Milepost  53.5  (Sta.  491+00). 

Residence  right  of  Milepost  53.5  (Sta.  493+00). 

Log  garage/residence  and  log  former  community  hall 
right  of  Milepost  53.9  (Sta.  515+50). 

Residence  left  of  Milepost  55.7  (Sta.  610+00). 

The  Montana  Department  of  Highways  has  a  relocation  assistance 
program  whereby  supplemental  housing  payments,  moving  costs, 
advisory  assistance  and  other  services  are  offered  to  individuals 
displaced  by  the  highway  construction  project.  The  payments  for 
relocation  are  offered  in  addition  to  the  amount  of  just  compen- 
sation for  the  right-of-way  requirements. 

Adequate  replacement  housing  is  available  in  the  project  area. 

No  special  problems  with  relocation  or  replacement  have  been 
identified. 

Existing  access  will  be  perpetuated  where  necessary  and  there 
will  be  no  significant  impact  on  access  to  jobs,  schools  or 
social  and  cultural  facilities. 


4.3.   AIR  QUALITY 

The  State  Air  Quality  Bureau  has  been  consulted(3)  about  poten- 
tial air  quality  impacts  resulting  from  the  reconstruction  of 
U.S.  Highway  2.   They  have  indicated  that: 

"In  general,  any  project  which  will  smooth  out  the  traffic 
flow,  and  reduce  stopping  and  idling  time  will  also  reduce 
the  amount  of  air  pollution  emissions  from  transportation 
sources.  From  this  standpoint  the  Air  Quality  Bureau  would 
like  to  support  your  efforts  to  upgrade  the  Montana  highway 
system.  Asphalt  plants  and  gravel  crushers  are  the  primary 
emission  sources  for  highway  construction,  and  they  must 
obtain  an  air  quality  permit  from  our  office  to  operate  in 
the  state." 

Requirements  of  the  Montana  Department  of  Highways,  Standard 
Specif ications(4),  will  be  followed  to  help  mitigate  dust  and 
other  air  pollution  during  construction. 


4.4.   NOISE 

No  significant  impact  on  noise  levels  is  expected  since  traffic 
is  expected  to  increase  on  this  roadway  whether  or  not  the 
proposed  project  is  constructed. 

A  beneficial  impact  will  occur  in  some  areas  due  to  improved 
sight  distance  and  decreased  deceleration/acceleration 
requirements.  Slight  beneficial  impacts  will  also  occur  where 
the  new  roadway  alignment  increases  the  distance  of  the  roadway 
centerline  from  existing  houses. 

Small  increases  in  noise  levels  will  occur  where  the  roadway  is 
moved  closer  to  existing  houses.  There  are  approximately  8 
locations  where  the  roadway  will  be  constructed  closer  to 
existing  homes,  as  required  by  steep  mountain  slopes  or  creek 
channels  which  must  be  avoided.  The  houses  are  classed  Category 
B(5)  with  a  recommended  maximum  noise  level  of  67  dBA.  Based  on 
the  FHWA  Noise  Prediction  Model(6>,  it  has  been  estimated  that 
noise  will  increase  1  dBA  or  less  (1.6  dBA  at  the  house  near 
Station  311+00)  at  these  locations  and  in  all  cases  is 
significantly  below  the  67  dBA  recommended  maximum  (except  at 
Station  493+00  where  the  noise  level  will  be  approximately  65  dBA 
with  the  no-build  alternative  and  66  dBA  if  the  proposed  project 
is  constructed) . 


4.5.   ENERGY 

The  new  facility  will  include  wider  horizontal  curves  and  flatter 
vertical  curves.  Vehicles  will  not  be  required  to  decelerate, 
then  accelerate  to  negotiate  horizontal  curves  and  passing  will 
become  easier  and  more  efficient.  The  project  is,  therefore, 
expected  to  increase  vehicle  operating  efficiency  and;  thereby 
save  fuel  and  decrease  wear. 

Energy  consumption  will  occur  during  construction  activities. 


4.6.   FLOODPLAIN  AND  CHANNEL  MODIFICATIONS 

Most  of  the  project  parallels  and  encroaches  on  the  Swamp  Creek 
floodplain.  The  roadway  crosses  the  Swamp  Creek  channel  six 
times  and  Schreiber  Creek  once.  The  roadway  embankment  at  many 
locations  also  serves  as  the  streambank  of  Swamp  Creek.  Past 
roadway  construction  made  channel  relocations.  These 
encroachments  were  unavoidable  due  to  the  narrow  valley.  The 
upgrading  and  widening  for  the  highway  will  require  additional 
modifications  and  the  effect  on  floodwater  conveyance  and  storage 
will  be  evaluated  during  design.  Measures  to  reduce  these  in- 
volvements will  be  employed  where  possible  to  reduce  the  impacts 
on  the  floodplain  and  stream. 
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Based  on  preliminary  design,  which  has  been  completed  with  the 
impacts  on  the  stream  and  all  possible  mitigation  measures  in 
mind,  it  appears  that  modifications  of  the  Swamp  Creek  channel 
will  be  required  in  the  following  locations: 


FROM 

TO 

LENGTH 

54+25 

LT 

67+00 

LT 

1320 

100+80 

LT 

105+80 

RT 

600 

107+00 

RT 

111+35 

RT 

455 

114+00 

RT 

123+35 

RT 

960 

131+45 

RT 

136+00 

RT 

560 

137+40 

LT 

139+40 

LT 

230 

143+80 

LT 

146+40 

LT 

300 

171+25 

LT 

172+10 

LT 

200 

183+00 

LT 

185+15 

LT 

235 

192+00 

LT 

200+83 

LT 

950 

Subtotal, 

Below  MP  48 

5810 

200+83 

LT 

218+70 

LT 

1930 

232+60 

RT 

243+52 

RT 

1070 

389+80 

LT 

392+10 

LT 

250 

394+35 

LT 

402+00 

LT 

800 

Subtotal,  Above  MP  48 


4050 


Total 


9860 


The  above  changes  will  increase  the  overall  length  of  the  channel 
by  approximately  150  feet. 

Modifications  of  the  Schreiber  Creek  channel  should  be  insignifi- 
cant and  the  hydraulic  impacts  should  be  minimal. 

The  Swamp  Creek  and  Schreiber  Creek  floodplains  have  been 
delineated  by  approximate  methods  by  the  Flood  Insurance  Program. 
Lincoln  County  is  administering  floodplain  regulations  and  a 
floodplain  management  permit  will  be  required  for  encroachments 
below  the  100  year  flood  level. 

Flood  hazard  assessments  have  been  completed  for  encroachments  in 
accordance  with  FHWA  criteria  and  where  practical  the  water 
surface  elevations  will  not  be  raised  over  1  foot.  Measures  to 
minimize  or  mitigate  impacts  have  been  incorporated  into  the 
project  such  as  erosion  control  features,  channel  modification 
excavation  and  fish  passage  facilities. 

Requirements  of  the  Montana  Stream  Preservation  Act  will  be 
followed  during  design  and  construction. 

4.7.   WATER  QUALITY 

Only  short  term  construction  related  water  quality  impacts  are 
expected.  The  Montana  Department  of  Highways'  Standard 
Specif ications<4)  will   keep  these    impacts   to   a  minimum. 
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For  most  of  the  length  of  the  project  along  Swamp  Creek,  the 
stream  encroachments  are  at  points  that  are  considered  to  be 
below  the  headwaters  for  Section  4  04  permit  purposes  so  a  Section 
404  Permit  will  be  required  for  work  below  the  ordinary  high 
water  mark.  The  other  small  streams  involved  on  this  project  are 
all  considered  to  be  above  the  headwaters  and  individual  permits 
may  not  be  required. 

The  Montana  Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation  has 
indicated  that  the  construction  contractor  will  be  required  to 
obtain  a  "Beneficial  Water  Use  Permit"  before  water  from  any 
surface  water  source  may  be  used<8>. 


4.8.   IRRIGATION 

No  major  irrigation  systems  are  involved  with  this  project  but 
several  small  irrigation/drain  ditches  do  run  parallel  to  the 
existing  highway  in  the  Swamp  Creek  valley.  These  ditches  are 
significant  in  making  the  land  productive  for  agriculture  and 
will  be  perpetuated.  Some  relocations  will  be  required,  but  no 
hydraulic  problems  are  expected.  The  following  is  a  summary  of 
expected  ditch  relocations: 

Location  Length 

Milepost  49.1  (260+50  to  302+20  Left)  4170  feet 

Milepost  50.5  (333+85  to  367+00  Left)  3315  feet 


Total  7485  feet 

As  requested  by  the  Montana  Department  of  Natural  Resources  and 
Conservation*8*,  provisions  will  be  included  with  project  design 
to  assure  that  the  timing  and  method  of  construction  do  not 
interfere  with  the  exercise  of  existing  water  rights  and  that  any 
water  rights  facilities  that  are  involved  will  be  maintained  or 
replaced. 


4.9.   WETLANDS 

A  wetland  survey(9>  has  been  conducted  and  9  areas  of  wetlands 
have  been  delineated  as  shown  on  Figure  4.  As  requested  by  the 
U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency(10),  the  draft  wetland 
evaluation  process  developed  by  the  Montana  Interagency  Wetlands 
Group    (IWG)    has   been  used   for  this   project. 
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The  following  is  a  summary  of  wetland  areas  affected  by  the 
project: 


Replaced 

Area 

This 

Affected 

Project 

(acres) 

(acres) 

1.4 

0 

3.8 

3.8 

1.0 

1.0 

0.4 

0.4 

0.2 

0.2 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0 

0.1 

0.1 

None 

n/a 

Site  1 

Site  2 

Site  3 

Site  3B 

Site  4 

Site  5 

Site  6 

Site  7 

Site  8 

Totals  7.1  5.5 

The  existing  highway  has  made  many  encroachments. 

Sites  2  and  4  are  the  channel  of  Swamp  Creek.  After  construction 
of  the  new  channel,  total  wetland  area  will  remain  approximately 
the  same. 

Sites  3A,  3B  and  5  are  irrigation/drain  ditches  which,  if  affect- 
ed by  the  new  roadway,  will  be  relocated  to  just  outside  the  fill 
slopes.   The  area  of  wetlands  will  remain  approximately  the  same. 

As  shown  above  the  net  potential  decrease  in  wetland  area  due  to 
this   project  is  1.6  acres. 

Alternatives  have  been  considered  to  eliminate  the  decrease  in 
wetland  area  including: 

1.  Adjustments  to  the  proposed  alignment.  Moving  the 
roadway  from  it's  existing  corridor  would  cause  significant 
additional  environmental  impacts  and  is  not  considered  an 
acceptable  alternative. 

2.  No-action.  This  alternative  is  not  considered  accept- 
able because  the  existing  roadway  width,  horizontal  align- 
ment and  vertical  alignment  do  not  meet  current  safety 
standards. 

Alignments  have  been  designed  to  avoid  wetlands  encroachments  as 
much  as  possible  and  at  the  same  time  avoid  extensive  excavation 
on  the  steep,  timber  covered  mountain  slopes  along  the  project. 
There  is  no  other  alternative  that  is  considered  practical. 

The  mitigation  of  these  unavoidable  wetlands  losses  will  be 
accomplished  following  the  guidelines  outlined  in  the  IWG  Memo- 
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randum  of  Understanding:  Management  of  Mitigation  of  Highway 
Construction  Impacts  to  Wetlands  in  the  State  of  Montana.  This 
memorandum  of  understanding  says  that  the  following  are  accept- 
able replacement  options  for  unavoidably  impacted  wetlands  listed 
generally  in  order  of  decreasing  importance: 

1.  Restoration  and/or  enhancement  of  existing,  drained  or 
filled  natural  wetlands. 

2.  Construction  of  impoundments  with  specific  design  fea- 
tures to  mitigate  lost  wetland  functions. 

3.  Construction  of  excavated  wetland  basins  with  specific 
design  features  to  mitigate  lost  wetland  functions. 

The  agreement  also  provides  that  "A  wetlands  mitigation  summary 
balance  sheet  will  be  maintained  by  MDOH  and  MDFWP  for  all 
projects.  This  balance  sheet  will  be  reviewed  at  least  annually 
by  the  Montana  Interagency  Wetlands  Group.  The  overall  mitiga- 
tion objective  is  no  net  loss  of  wetlands  functions,  values  and 
area  on  an  annual  basis.  However,  it  is  recognized  that  due  to 
project  development  constraints  and  the  lack  of  suitable  sites 
for  effective  wetland  development  identifiable  by  the  Technical 
Subcommittee,  negative  or  positive  balances  may  accrue  and  be 
carried  forward  from  year-to-year.  Balances  carried  forward  will 
apply  to  the  succeeding  year's  mitigation  and  will  be  directed 
toward  wetland  replacement  within  a  similar  biotic  region  or 
geographical  area,  as  determined  to  be  appropriate  by  the  Techni- 
cal Subcommittee." 

4.10.  LAND  USE 

Land  use  in  the  area  is  primarily  lumber  production,  recreation, 
hay  production  and  grazing. 

No  effects  on  land  use  resulting  from  construction  of  this 
project  have  been  identified. 

4.11.  HISTORICAL/ CULTURAL/ ARCHAEOLOGICAL  RESOURCES 

A  cultural  resource  survey  has  been  performed  along  the  existing 
highway  corridor(11>.  The  Montana  State  Historic  Preservation 
Office  and  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  have  reviewed 
the  report. 

Based  on  the  report  and  additional  information  provided,  it  has 
been  determined  by  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  that 
the  following  sites  are  eligible  for  the  National  Register(17): 

A.   The  Schneider  farmstead  (Site  24LN822) ,  left  of  Station 
310+00. 
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B.  The  Swamp  Creek  timber  bridge  at  Station  134+50  (Site 
24LN766)  . 

C.  The  archaeological  component  of  Site  24LN825  located 
right  of  Station  517+00. 

The  project  will  be  constructed  outside  the  site  boundary  for  the 
Schneider  Farmstead  (24LN822)  as  shown  on  Figure  5<15).  This 
site  will  therefore  not  be  discussed  in  the  Section  4(f)  Evalua- 
tion. 

The  Swamp  Creek  timber  bridge  (24LN766)  will  be  removed  during 
construction  and  replaced  by  an  arch  pipe  culvert.  The  effects 
of  this  action,  alternatives  considered  and  mitigation  efforts  to 
be  undertaken  are  discussed  in  the  Section  4(f)  Evaluation  at- 
tached to  this  document. 

At  Site  24LN825,  the  landowner  has  removed  an  existing  garage, 
logged,  pulled  stumps  and  plowed  the  area(16>.  It  has  been 
determined  that  the  site  is  no  longer  eligible(18) .  This  site 
will  therefore  not  be  discussed  in  the  Section  4(f)  Evaluation. 


4.12.   FISH,  WILDLIFE  AND  THREATENED  OR  ENDANGERED  SPECIES 

A  biological  assessment  has  been  completed  for  this  project. <13) 

The  area  of  the  proposed  project  supports  populations  of  white- 
tailed  deer,  mule  deer,  elk,  moose,  black  bear  and  mountain  lion. 
Scattered  populations  of  bighorn  sheep,  mountain  goat  and  grizzly 
bear  exist  in  some  of  the  more  remote  forest  areas. 

Swamp  Creek,  although  small,  is  used  for  spawning  by 
rainbow  trout  from  the  Kootenai  River  via  Libby  Creek. 

Swamp  Creek,  from  its  source  near  Milepost  54  (Sta.  519+00)  to 
about  Milepost  48.5  (Sta.  228+00)  has  little  fishery  value.  It 
has  been  severely  channelized  in  past  years  and  is  primarily  a 
drainage  ditch  for  hayfields.  Downstream  from  this  point  the 
stream  enters  a  narrow  canyon,  gradient  increases  and  stream 
channel  characteristics  improve.  Almost  all  rainbow  trout 
spawning  occurs  in  this  canyon  section,  Milepost  48  (Sta.  221+00) 
to  its  junction  with  Libby  Creek. (H) 

As  indicated  in  FLOODPLAIN  AND  CHANNEL  MODIFICATIONS,  approxi- 
mately 5810  feet  of  channel  modifications  will  be  required  down- 
stream of  Milepost  48  and  4050  feet  will  be  required  in  the  area 
above  Milepost  48.  Where  channel  modifications  are  required, 
mitigation  measures  will  be  employed  to  help  preserve  or  enhance 
fish  habitat.  Where  desirable  to  help  avoid  interference  with 
fish  migration,  steel  baffles  and  riprap  will  be  placed  along  the 
bottom  of  some  culverts  to  provide  a  smaller  trickle  channel  to 
help  maintain  water  depths  and  provide  resting  pools. 
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To  provide  as  natural  a  channel  as  possible,  approximately  2/3  of 
the  new  channel  can  be  constructed  using  approved  ditch  blasting 
methods.  Because  of  larger,  deeper  channels  in  the  remaining 
1/3,  conventional  channel  excavation  methods  will  be  used. 

Existing  vegetation  will  be  preserved  where  possible.  In  partic- 
ular, the  project  will  be  designed  to  preserve  a  strip  of  exist- 
ing vegetation  between  the  new  roadway  and  the  new  channel  wher- 
ever practical. 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior, 
(USFWS)  has  determined  that  the  endangered  species  which  may 
occur  in  the  project  area  are  the  bald  eagle  (Hal iaeetus 
leucocephalus)  and  peregrine  falcon  (Falco  pereqrinus) .  They 
also  indicate  that  if  impacts  to  large  trees  in  riparian  habitats 
and  to  fisheries  are  avoided,  no  adverse  impacts  to  these  listed 
species  are  expected. (15) 

The  following  items,  recommended  by  the  USFWS,  have  been 
considered  in  preliminary  design  and  will  be  considered  during 
final  design: 

1.  Encroachment  into  any  streams,  lakes  or  intermittent 
drainages  should  be  kept  to  an  absolute  minimum; 

2.  New  drainage  structures,  if  needed,  should  be  designed 
to  assure  that  these  will  have  no  effect  on  adjacent 
wetlands,  fish  passage  and  surface  run-off  patterns; 

3.  Fill  placed  in  gullies,  swales  or  other  "low"  areas 
which  function  to  carry  overland  flow  during  storm  events 
should  be  immediately  seeded  to  reduce  erosion;  and 

4 .  Mitigation  of  unavoidable  wetland  losses  should  be 
considered  as  planning  progresses. 

The  USFWS  has  also  indicated  that,  if  existing  power  lines  are  to 
be  relocated,  the  reconstructed  lines  should  be  designed  to 
prevent  possible  electrocution  of  peregrine  falcons,  bald  eagles 
and  other  raptors.  Reconstruction  of  existing  lines  should 
assure  that  clearances  between  conductors  and  between  conductors 
and  ground  wire  are  sufficient  to  preclude  raptor  electrocutions. 

Deer  populations  in  the  area  are  high  and  road  kills  occur 
frequently,  especially  in  the  spring  when  roadside  vegetation 
begins  to  "green-up".  Deer  are  also  known  to  use  some  of  the 
road  cuts  in  this  area  as  "licks",  where  exposed  soil  provides 
essential  minerals.  Mitigative  measures  will  be  considered 
during  design  and  construction  of  this  project  so  that  the 
current  problem  is  reduced  when  the  new  facility  is  constructed. 
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4.13.   PRIME  AND  UNIQUE  AGRICULTURAL  LANDS 

There  are  no  prime  or  unique  farm  lands  in  Lincoln  County. 

Agricultural  activities  in  the  project  area  include  hay  produc- 
tion, grazing  and  timber  production.  As  indicated  above,  the  new 
alignment  will  closely  follow  the  existing  alignment.  Additional 
right-of-way  required  will  include  only  narrow  strips  of  land 
adjacent  to  existing  right-of-way. 

Right-of-way  design  and  acquisition  will  consider  potential 
problems  if  irregular  parcels  are  created. 

The  project  has  been  coordinated  with  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service. 

Potential  effects  of  the  project  on  irrigation/drainage  ditches 
are  discussed  in  IRRIGATION  of  this  document. 

The  Montana  Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation  has 
indicated  that  "...care  should  be  taken  so  that  the  time  and 
method  of  construction  do  not  interfere  with  the  exercise  of 
existing  water  rights,  and  any  water  rights  facilities  that  are 
involved  should  be  maintained  or  replaced. "<8> 


4.14.   RIGHT-OF-WAY 

Existing  right-of-way  widths  vary  significantly  throughout  the 
project.  There  is  a  1.1  mile  section  with  a  400  foot  width  (200 
feet  each  side),  two  sections  totaling  1.8  miles  with  132  foot 
width  (66  feet  each  side),  a  0.7  mile  section  with  120  foot  width 

(60  feet  side)  and  two  sections  totaling  1.1  miles  with  100  foot 
width  (50  feet  each  side).  The  remaining  approximately  7.5  miles 
is  a  minimum  of  80  feet  wide  (40  feet  each  side)  with  short 
sections  where  the  right-of-way  is  wider. 

The  proposed  typical  section  will  require  right-of-way  width  of 
at  least  160  feet,  in  ideal  conditions,  and  more  will  be  required 
in  most  areas  to  accommodate  cut  and  fill  slopes. 

It  is  anticipated  that,  except  in  the  1.1  mile  section  with  a  400 
foot  width,  new  right-of-way  will  be  required  on  at  least  one 
side  and  often  both  sides  of  the  existing  right-of-way. 

Assuming  that  an  average  additional  width  of  80  feet  (total  both 
sides)  will  be  required,  except  in  the  400  foot  wide  section, 
approximately  108  acres  of  additional  right-of-way  will  be 
needed.   There  should  be  no  severances  created. 
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4.15.   CONSTRUCTION 

Construction  related  activities  will  result  in  some  short  term 
adverse  impacts  which  cannot  be  avoided.  These  impacts  will  be 
temporary  and  should  last  only  for  the  duration  of  construction 
activities.   These  impacts  include: 

emissions  from  asphalt  plants  and  crushers, 
dust  from  construction  equipment  activities, 
increased  noise  levels  from  construction  equipment, 
potential  for  erosion  from  fresh  cut  and  fill  slopes, 
increase   in   water   turbidity   in   streams   from 
construction  activities,  and 

inconvenience  to  highway  users  resulting  from  delays, 
detours  and  temporary  surfacing. 

These  impacts  will  be  minimized  to  the  extent  practical  through 
proper  construction  practices.  Air  quality  permits  from  the 
State  Air  Quality  Bureau  will  be  required  for  asphalt  plants  and 
crushers(3).  Dust  will  be  controlled  by  watering  or  other  accep- 
table methods.  Construction  related  erosion  will  be  controlled 
and  slopes  will  be  revegetated  as  soon  as  possible. 

As  requested  by  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency(10>,  all 
appropriate  pollution  and  erosion  control  measures  will  be 
provided  for  during  project  design.  These  measures  will  be 
implemented  during  construction  to  assure  protection  of  water 
quality  and  aquatic  habitat. 

Traffic  will  be  maintained  through  the  project  during 
construction— a  traffic  control  plan  will  be  developed  to 
minimize  inconvenience  to  motorists. 

Gravel  and  borrow  sources  for  base  and  surfacing  aggregates  have 
not  yet  been  defined.  Borrow  material  removal  and  gravel  pits 
will  be  subject  to  applicable  rules  and  regulations  of  the  Mon- 
tana Open  Cut  Mining  Act--a  mine  reclamation  plan  will  be  re- 
quired. 


4.16.   TRAFFIC 

The  improvements  are  expected  to  generate  no  significant  amount 
of  additional  traffic  beyond  the  increases  that  would  occur  with 
the  "no-build"  alternative.  The  improvements  are  expected  to 
have  a  beneficial  impact  on  safety  and  traffic  operations. 

Existing  and  projected  traffic  volumes  are  summarized  as  follows: 
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TRAFFIC  VOLUMES 

1986  ADT  =  1,050,  Present 

1988  ADT  =  1,080,  Letting 

2  008  ADT  =  1,3  00,  Future 

DHV  =  180 

D  =55-45 

T  =  16.3% 

All  Trucks  =  41.5% 

18  Kip  =  91.82 

The  "no-build"  alternative  would  do  nothing  to  improve  traffic 
operations. 

The  following  is  a  summary  of  1985  accident  and  severity  rates 
for  statewide  average  and  for  this  section  of  roadway: 

Accident  Rates  Severity  Rates 

Statewide  Ave.  2.2  0  1.50 

This  Project  2.56  1.45 

4.17.  PEDESTRIANS  AND  BICYCLISTS 

No  special  facilities  are  planned  for  pedestrians  and  bicyclists. 
The  traffic  lanes  will  be  widened  from  10  feet  to  12  feet  and  4 
foot  shoulders  will  be  added  (8  foot  future)  which  will  be  a 
beneficial  impact  for  pedestrians  and  bicyclists. 

4.18.  VISUAL 

Since  the  project  involves  widening  and  improving  an  existing 
roadway  with  only  minor  horizontal  or  vertical  alignment  changes, 
effects  on  the  visual  environment  are  not  expected  to  be 
significant. 

The  view  of  the  roadway  will  improve  since  the  widened  roadway 
will  be  constructed  with  clean  lines  and  smooth  and  rounded  cut 
and  fill  slopes.   Slopes  will  be  revegetated  with  native  plants. 

The  construction  of  the  project  will  not  change  view  from  the 
roadway. 

4.19.  HAZARDOUS  WASTE 

Two  possible  hazardous  waste  sites  are  identified  on  this 
project.  Both  are  buried  fuel  tanks  located  near  Stations  133+00 
and  610+00.  Fuel  tanks  near  Station  133+00  are  situated  within 
the  right-of-way  limits.  The  fuel  tanks  near  Station  610+00  are 
located  behind  the  log  house  and  outside  the  limits  of  the 
project  right-of-way.  Since  this  log  house  is  planned  to  be 
relocated,  this  site  will  also  be  included  in  testing  for  contam- 
ination. The  ascertained  mitigation  measures,  as  a  result  of  the 
testing,  will  be  incorporated  into  the  design. 
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5.   COMMENTS  AND  COORDINATION 

Coordination  efforts  were  initiated  by  the  Montana  Department  of 
Highways  on  11  June  1987  when  a  letter  of  intent(16)  was  issued 
by  the  Department  to  federal,  state  and  local  agencies  and  af- 
fected private  organizations.  Comments  and  information  were 
requested  which  would  be  relevant  to  this  project.  Copies  of 
responses  received  are  included  in  the  appendix. 

A  location  and  design  public  hearing  is  planned  to  discuss  and 
receive  public  comment  for  this  project. 
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I.   DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 

The  proposed  action  consists  of  the  reconstruction  of  a  portion 
of  U.S.  Highway  2  (FAP  1)  in  Lincoln  County,  Montana  to  updated 
standards  of  design  and  safety.  The  proposed  project,  known  as 
Swamp  Creek  -  East  (12  Miles  SE  of  Libby  SE) ,  will  begin  approxi- 
mately 12.3  miles  southeast  of  Libby  at  the  southeast  end  of 
Project  BRF  1-1(23)45  (Libby  Creek  Bridge)  and  will  extend  south- 
easterly approximately  12.2  miles.  The  project  limits  and  vicin- 
ity are  shown  on  Figures  1  and  2 . 

Construction  is  tentatively  planned  for  1993. 

The  roadway  will  be  fully  reconstructed  in  accordance  with 
updated  standards  to  meet  a  60  mph  design  speed.  The  roadway 
will  be  graded  to  accommodate  a  40  foot  wide  surface,  however, 
only  a  32  foot  wide  paved  top  surface  will  be  constructed  ini- 
tially— two  12-foot  wide  traffic  lanes  with  4-foot  shoulders  as 
shown  on  the  typical  section  on  Figure  3.  A  truck  climbing  lane 
for  west  bound  traffic  is  planned  between  mileposts  54.5  and 
56.0.  The  new  alignment  will  follow  the  existing  alignment  as 
closely  as  possible  while  flattening  substandard  horizontal  and 
vertical  curves. 

The  highway  corridor  runs  through  a  rural  area  consisting  of 
fairly  flat  bottom  lands  along  Swamp  Creek  and  Schreiber  Creek. 
Outside  the  drainage  bottoms,  the  terrain  is  steep  and  timber 
covered.  The  flat  lands  adjacent  to  the  stream  are  used  mainly 
for  hay  production  and  grazing.  Timber  production  is  an  impor- 
tant commercial  activity  in  the  area.  Scattered  residences  are 
located  along  the  project. 

Reconstruction  will  include  widening,  grading,  drainage,  surfac- 
ing, signing,  pavement  markings,  guardrail,  topsoiling,  seeding, 
and  necessary  utility  relocation. 

Other  related  projects  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  action 
include: 

Project  1-1(19)38,  Libby  Southeast,  from  near  Libby  to  Libby 
Creek  near  the  northwest  end  of  this  project.  The  project 
was  completed  in  1988; 

Project  BRF  1-1(23)45,  replacement  of  the  Libby  Creek 
Bridge,  located  adjacent  to  the  northwest  end  of  this 
project,  completed  in  1988; 

Project  BRF  1-1(23)45,  replacement  of  the  Miller  Creek 
Bridge,  located  at  approximate  Milepost  56.7  (Sta.  662+00) 
and  within  the  limits  of  this  project,  completed  in  1988; 
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Project  BRF  1-1(27)57,  replacement  of  the  Fisher  River 
Bridge,  located  adjacent  to  the  southeast  end  of  this 
project,  completed  in  1988;  and, 

Project  F  1-1 (  )57,  Pleasant  Valley,  from  the  Fisher  River 
Bridge  Project  mentioned  above  to  the  east,  scheduled  ready 
date  is  May  1995. 

No  limited  access  control  will  be  acquired  along  this  project. 
Existing  access  will  be  perpetuated  where  necessary. 


II.   PURPOSE  AND  NEED 

U.S.  Highway  2  in  the  project  area  is  on  Federal  Aid  Primary 
Route  1.  It  is  part  of  an  extensive  system  of  rural  arterial 
routes  important  to  interstate,  statewide  and  regional  travel. 
This  route  is  a  vital  element  contributing  to  the  local  and 
regional  economy  which  is  heavily  oriented  toward  timber,  agri- 
culture and  recreation  activities.  This  route  connects  the 
communities  of  Libby  and  Kalispell. 

The  primary  objectives  of  the  proposed  action  are  as  follows: 

to  improve  highway  convenience  and  safety  and  reduce 
accidents; 

to  improve  horizontal  curves,  vertical  curves  and 
roadway  width  to  meet  current  standards ; 

to  provide  a  modern  highway  facility  compatible  with 
the  human  and  natural  environment;  and 

to  connect  similar  projects  being  constructed  at  each 
end  of  this  project  (see  Section  I.  DESCRIPTION  OF  THE 
PROPOSED  ACTION) . 

The  highway  was  built  as  part  of  the  Forest  Highway  Program  under 
several  different  projects.  Most  of  the  existing  road  was  built 
in  1935  and  1936  and  was  improved  in  1939.  It  is  generally  a  20 
foot  wide,  two  lane  facility — two  10  foot  driving  lanes  with  no 
shoulders.  There  are  3  horizontal  curves  with  design  speeds  less 
that  60  mph--the  curves  are  5°  or  about  58  mph  design  speed. 
There  are  approximately  12  vertical  curves  with  sight  distance  at 
absolute  minimum  or  less. 


III.   SECTION  4(f)  RESOURCES 

III. A.  Swamp  Creek  Timber  Bridge  (Site  24LN766) ,  located  at 
Station  134+50.  This  bridge  was  determined  eligible  by  the 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places(1>.  This  bridge  is  signifi- 
cant as  a  rare  example  of  depression-era  construction  activity 
conducted  by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  in  rural  Montana  areas, 


especially  those  adjacent  to  National  Forest  land.  Figure  4 
shows  the  location  of  the  existing  and  proposed  roadways  and 
bridges. 

IV.  IMPACTS  ON  SECTION  4(f)  RESOURCES 

IV. A.   Swamp  Creek  Timber  Bridge  (Site  24LN766) 

Construction  of  the  proposed  project  will  require  removal  of  the 
existing  bridge.   It  will  be  replaced  with  an  arch  pipe  culvert. 

V.  ALTERNATIVES  CONSIDERED 

The  following  alternatives  to  removal  of  the  Swamp  Creek  Timber 
Bridge  have  been  considered: 

1.  No-Action.  Under  this  alternative  the  existing  bridge 
would  remain  in-place  with  no  significant  reconstruction 
taking  place.  This  alternative  is  not  feasible  because  the 
bridge  is  only  26  feet  wide  --  design  standard  for  this 
roadway  is  4  0  feet. 

2.  Widen  Existing  Bridge.  This  alternative  is  not  consid- 
ered acceptable  because  widening  the  structure  would  destroy 
its  integrity  as  an  historic  bridge. 

3 .  Move  the  Roadway  and  Construct  a  New  Bridge  in  a  New 
Location.  Throughout  most  of  the  project  length,  steep 
mountains  are  on  one  side  of  the  roadway  and  Swamp  Creek  and 
wetlands  are  on  the  other  side.  In  other  areas,  the  exist- 
ing roadway  passes  through  farmland.  Moving  the  roadway 
from  its  existing  corridor  would  cause  significant  addition- 
al environmental  impacts  and  is  not  considered  an  acceptable 
alternative. 

4.  Move  and  Reuse  the  Bridge  in  Another  Location.  The 
type  of  construction  and  condition  of  the  existing  bridge 
make  relocation  impractical. 

VI.  MITIGATION 

VI. A.      Swamp   Creek  Timber   Bridge    (Site   24LN766) 

Mitigation  will  be  as  outlined  in  the  Programmatic  Agreement  on 
Historic  Roads  and  Bridges.  This  agreement  provides  that,  in 
lieu  of  regular  Section  106  procedures,  a  program  will  be  enacted 
to  enhance  the  preservation  potential  of  historic  roads  and 
bridges  and  to  promote  management  and  public  understanding  of  and 
appreciation   for  these  cultural   resources(2). 
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The  program  includes: 

A  public  education  program. 

Preparation  of  an  historic  preservation  plan  for  roads  and 
bridges. 

VII.  COORDINATION 

A  cultural  resource  survey  for  this  project  was  completed  04 
December    1987(3). 

The  project,  and  specifically  the  Swamp  Creek  Timber  Bridge  (Site 
24LN766)  have  been  coordinated  with  the  following  agencies  with 
regard  to  cultural   resources: 

Carol  D.  Shull 

Chief  of  Registration 

National  Register  of  Historic  Places 

Interagency  Resources  Division 

National  Park  Service 

P.O.  37127 

Washington,  D.C.   20013-7127 

Marcella  Sherfy 

State  Historic  Preservation  Office 

Montana  Historical  Society 

22  5  North  Roberts  Street 

Helena,  MT   59620-9990 

VIII.  REFERENCES 

Copies  of  all  references  listed  below  are  available  for  inspec- 
tion at  the  offices  of  the  Montana  Department  of  Highways,  2701 
Prospect  Avenue,  Helena,  Montana   59620. 

1.  Carol  D.  Shull,  Chief  of  Registration,  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places,  Interagency  Resources  Division,  National  Park 
Service,  letter  dated  19  May  1989. 

2.  Federal  Highway  Administration,  Montana  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer,  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 
and  the  Montana  Department  of  Highways,  Programmatic  Agreement  on 
Historic  Roads  and  Bridges.  11  May  1989. 

3.  Historical  Research  Associates,  Cultural  Resource  Survey  of 
Montana  Department  of  Highwavs/  Project  Fl-1(29)45.  12  Miles  SE 
of  Libbv  SE.  Lincoln  County.  Montana,  04  December  1987. 


8.   APPENDIX  A  -  COMMENTS  AND  INFORMATION  RECEIVED 


DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERSJl 


TED  SCHWINDEN.  GOVERNOR 


STATE  OF  MONTAN, 


(406)  444-3494 


June     19,     1987 


r.  Stephen  C.  Kologi,  P.E.,  Chief 

reconstruction  Bureau 

ontana  Department  of  Highways 

701  Prospect 

elena,  Montana   59620 
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File:  1-18-1 


Subject:  Proposed  Highway  Project  F  1-1(29)45 


12  miles  S.E.  of 
Libby  S.E. 


Dear  Mr .  Kologi  : 

The  Transportation  Division  of  the  Montana  Department  of  Commerce 

has  completed  a  review  of  the  subject  highway  project  per  your 

correspondence  dated  June  11,1987.  Comments  resulting  from  review 
of  this  highway  project  are  presented  as  follows: 

1.  The  subject  highway  project,  as  proposed,  would  not  appear 
to  impact  any  rail  facilities  in  the  project  area  covered 
by  the  translite.  Our  review  indicates  the  subject  highway 
project  is  in  conformance  with  the  Montana  Rail  Plan  -  1984 
Annual  Update  dated  May  1985. 


Commercial  truck  traffic  volumes  on  the  FAP  1  PTW  through 
the  subject  project  area  have  ranged  between  107  AADT 
in  1983  to  182  AADT  in  1985.  Between  1981  and  1985  truck 
volumes  increased  by  29  vehicles  per  day.  It  is  estimated  a 
large  portion  of  this  truck  traffic  is  associated  with  the 
wood  products  industry. 

According  to  the  publication  "Montana  Department  of 

Highway s -Mont  ana  Traffic  by  Sections"  the  highway  project 

PTW  all  vehicles  AADT  remained  somewhat  constant  between 
1981  and  1985. 


3.  Improvement  should  be  considered  as  part  of  this  project 
with  respect  to  any  road  or  access  drive  which  has  or  will 
have  a  hazardous  intersection  angle  of  approach  to  the 
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proposed  alignment  or  sight  distance  problem  in  light  of 
potential  increased  vehicle  speeds. 

4.  Access  control,  as  proposed,  should  be  considered  for 
incorporation  into  this  project. 


Other  possible  considerations  include: 

5.  Efforts  should  be  made  to  conserve  agricultural  lands 
along  the  valley  floor  adjacent  to  the  PTW  from:  Project 
Beginning  to  MP  45.5,  MP  48.7  to  MP  51.1,  MP  53  to  MP  53.9 
and  MP  5  5.5  to  MP 5 5. 7 

6.  Deliberation  should  be  given  to  the  disposition  or  use 

of  the  irregular  parcels  of  land  remaining  as  a  result  of 
straightening  out  the  PTW  curves  from  MP  47.5  to  MP  48.8, 
and  MP  54  to  MP  55.3. 

Due  to  the  age,  poor  alignment  and  narrow  width  of  the  current 
P.T.W.  facility  it  is  our  opinion  the  proposed  highway  project  is 
needed . 

This  concludes  our  comments  on  this  preliminary  phase  of  the 
subject  project.  Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment. 


Yours  Truly , 


^H>~*-*~—-r 


Richard  A.  Howell,  Manager 
Special  Pro j ect s 
Transportation  Division 


BURLINGTON  NORTHERN  RAILROAD 


ENGINEERING  DEPARTMENT 


2200  First  Interstate  Center 
Seattle,  WA  98104-1105 


Mr.  Stephen  C.  Kologi,  P.E.  June  23,  1987 

Chief,  Preconstruction  Bureau 

Department  of  Highways 

State  of  Montana 

2701  Prospect 

Helena,  MT  59620 

Dear  Mr.  Kologi: 

This  will  refer  to  your  June  11,  1987,  letter,  file  F  1-1(29)45,  relative  proposed 
highway  project  on  U.S.  2,  12  miles  southeast  of  Libby,  extending  approxi- 
mately 1 1  miles  therefrom. 

Thank  you  for  informing  us  of  this  particular  project.  At  the  present  time,  it 
does  not  appear  that  the  railroad  would  be  adversely  affected,  nor  do  we  have 
any  projects  scheduled  which  would  affect  your  program.  Of  course,  if  you 
have  any  plans  directly  affecting  the  railroad,  we  will  handle  those  matters  at 
the  time  they  are  brought  up. 


Sincerely, 


V.  J.Ostrander 

Assistant  Engineer  Public  Works 

VJO/jn2387ac06 
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June   25,    1987 


DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

FEDERAL  AVIATION   ADMINISTRATION 

Airports  District  Office 

FAA  Building,  Room  2 

Helena  Regional  Airport 

Helena,  Montana   59601 


Mr.  Stephen  C.  Kologi, 
Chief,  Preconstruction 
Department  of  Highways 
2701  Prospect  Avenue 
Helena,  Montana   59620 


P.E 
Bureau 


Ref :  F  1-1 (29)45  12  miles 
S.E.  of  Libby  S.E. 


Dear  Mr.  Kclogi: 

He  have  reviev/ed  the  proposed  development  of  a  federal  aid 
highway  project  on  U.S.  2  (FAPI)  in  Lincoln  County.  The  proposed 
project  will  consist  of  reconstruction  of  the  existing  roadway  to 
provide  a  new  2-lane  facility  approximately  11.7  miles  along  U.S. 
2  in  Lincoln  County,  Montana. 

The  proposed  development  will  not  have  an  adverse  effect  on  any 
existing  or  future  airport  development. 

The  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  such  proposals  is 
appreciated . 

Sincerely , 


lusan  b .  Alexander 
Planning /Program  Officer 


TED  SCHWINDEN.  GOVERNOR 


DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 

AERONAUTICS  DIVISION 


P.O.  BOX  5178 
2630  AIRPORT  ROAD 


ATE  OF  MONTANA 


(406)  444-2506 


HELENA,  MONTANA  59604 


June  25,  1987 


Mr.  Stephen  C.  Kologi,  P.E. 
Chief,  Preconstruction  Bureau 
State  of  Montana 
Department  of  Highways 
2701  Prospect  Avenue 
Helena,   MT    59620 

FILE:   F  1-1(29)45 

12  MILES  S.E-  OF  LIBBY  S.E. 

Dear  Mr.  Kologi: 

The  Montana  Aeronautics  Division  has  reviewed  the  above-mentioned  project, 
and  in  our  opinion  this  project  will  not  have  any  adverse  effects  on  aero- 
nautical activities  in  this  area. 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  project 
Sincerely, 


Michael  D.  Ferguson,  Administrator 
Aeronautics  Division 


David  C.  Kneedler,  Chief 
Airport /Airways  Bureau 
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BURLINGTON  NORTHERN  RAILROAD 


ENGINEERING  DEPARTMENT 


2200  First  Interstate  Center 
Seattle,  WA  98104-1105 


Mr.  Stephen  C.  Kologi,  P.E.  June  25,  1987 

Chief-Preconstruction  Bureau 

Department  of  Highways 

State  of  Montana 

2701  Prospect 

Helena,  MT  59620 

Dear  Mr.  Kologi: 

This  will  refer  to  your  letter  dated  June  11,  1987,  file  F  1-1(29)45,  concerning  the 
proposed  project  on  U.  S.  2  beginning  12.3  miles  southeast  of  Libby,  Montana, 
proceeding  1 1.7  miles  southeasterly. 

From  what  we  are  able  to  determine  based  on  the  aerial  photos  sent  with  your 
above-mentioned  letter,  it  does  not  appear  we  have  any  projects,  concerns  or 
opinions  that  would  affect  your  proposed  project. 

Sincerely, 

V.  J.Ostrander 

Assistant  Engineer  Public  Works 

VJO/jn2587ac08 


REPLY   TO 

ATTENTION    OF 


DEPARTMENT    OF    THE    ARMY 

OMAHA    DISTRICT.    CORPS    OF    ENGINEERS 

1612    U.S.    POST    OFFiCE    AND    COURTHOUSE 

OMAHA.    NEBRASKA     68102-4978 

July  1  ,  1937 


Plann: 


Division 


Mr.  Stephen  C.  Kologi 

Chief,  Precons truction  Bureau 

Department  of  Highways 

St ace  of  Montana 

2701  Prosoect  Avenue 

Helena,  Montana   59620 
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Dear  Mr.  Kologi: 

We  have  reviewed  your  letter  dated  June  11,  1987, 
concerning  the  proposed  highway  improvement  project  on  U.S. 
Highway  2,  12  miles  southeast  of  Libby,  Montana.  We  offer 
the  following  comments  for  your  consideration. 

If  construction  activities  involve  the  placement  of 
dredged  or  fill  material  into  Swamp  Creek  or  any  other  water 
body  or  wetland  area,  a  permit  pursuant  to  Section  404  of  the 
Clean  Water  Act  will  be  required.  Final  project  plans  should 
be  sent  to  Mr.  Robert  Mclnerney,  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers,  c/o  DNRC/CDD,  1520  East  6th  Avenue,  Helena, 
Montana  59620-2301 ,  for  a  detailed  review  of  permit 
requirements . 

The  design  of  the  proposed  project  should  ensure  that 
the  project  is  in  compliance  with  flood  plain  management 
criterion  of  Lincoln  County  and  the  State  of  Montana.  As  a 
minimum,  the  design  should  ensure  that  the  100-year  flood 
water  surface  elevation  of  any  stream  affected  is  not 
increased  more  than  one  foot  relative  to  pre-project 
conditions.  It  is  desirable,  however,  that  water  surface 
elevations  either  remain  the  same  or  decrease  as  a  result  of 
this  project. 

Since  Federal  funding  is  involved,  it  may  be  necessary 
to  have  a  cultural  resources  investigation  for  the  project 
area.  Your  consultation  with  the  Montana  Historical  Society 
should  resolve  this  issue. 


The  proposed  highway  improvement  project  falls  within 
the  boundaries  of  the  Kootenai  National  Forest.  Consultation 
with  the  National  Park  Service  and  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  is 
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recommended   to  determine  special  permit  needs,   if  you  have 
not  done  so  already. 

Thank  you  for  this  review  opportunity. 

Sincerely , 


CV/7  "Ri-ehard  D  i  Gorton 

Chief,  Environmental 

Analysis  Branch 
Planning  Division 


DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  SCIENCES 


AIR  QUALITY  BUREAU 

TED  SCHWINDEN,  GOVERNOR 


it  *vCf»^~'""^^32! 


STATE  OF  MONTA 


CCGSWfLLfcUILDING 


(406)  444-3454 


July  6,  1987 


Mr.  Stephen  Kologi,  Chief 
Preconstruction  Bureau 
Montana  Department  of  Highways 
Capitol  Station 
Helena,  MT  59620 

Dear  Mr.  Kologi : 

This  is  in  response  to  your  letter  of  notification  regarding  the 
highway  improvement  project  designated  as  U.S.  2  (FAP1)  including  12 
miles  S.E.  of  Libby  in  Lincoln  County. 

In  general,  any  project  which  will  smooth  out  the  traffic  flow,  and 
reduce  stopping  and  idling  time  will  also  reduce  the  amount  of  air 
pollution  emissions  from  transportation  sources.   From  this  standpoint 
the  Air  Quality  Bureau  would  like  to  support  your  efforts  to  upgrade  the 
Montana  highway  system.  Asphalt  plants  and  gravel  crushers  are  the 
primary  emission  sources  for  highway  construction,  and  they  must  obtain 
an  air  quality  permit  from  our  office  to  operate  in  the  state. 

Sincerely, 


Warren  Norton 
Environmental  Specialist 


:sj 


cc:  Ron  Anderson,  Lincoln  Co 


IN  REPLY  REFER  TO: 


FWE-61410 


UNITED  STATES 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Enhancement 

1501  14th  Street  West,  Suite  230 

Billings,  Montana     59101 

July  8,   1987 


Mr.   Stephen  C.   Kologi 
Preconstruction  Bureau 
Montana  Department   of  Highways 
2701   Prospect  Avenue 
Helena,  Montana     59620 

Dear  Mr.   Kologi : 

We  received  your  letter  dated  June  11,  1987,  requesting  our  comments 
regarding  the  development  of  a  federal -aid  highway  project  on  U.S.  2 
(FAP-1)  in  Lincoln  County.  The  proposed  project  will  consist  of 
reconstructing  the  existing  road  starting  12.3  miles  southeast  of  Libby, 
Montana,  and  extending  southeasterly  for  about  11.7  miles  along  U.S.  2. 
Junction. 

In  order  to  facilitate  planning  of  the  project,  we  recommend  you 
consider  the  following  items:  1)  encroachment  into  any  streams,  lakes, 
or  intermittent  drainages  should  be  keDt  to  an  absolute  minimum;  2)  new 
drainage  structures,  if  needed,  should  be  designed  to  assure  that  these 
will  have  no  affect  on  adjacent  wetlands,  fish  passage,  and  surface 
water  run-off  patterns;  3)  fill  placed  in  gullies,  swales,  or  other 
"low"  areas  which  function  to  carry  overland  flow  during  storm  events 
should  be  immediately  seeded  to  reduce  erosion;  and  4)  mitigation  of 
unavoidable  wetland  losses  should  be  considered  as  planning'progresses. 
In  this  regard,  we  should  be  advised  of  any  known  unavoidable  impacts  to 
wetlands,  as  soon  as  possible,  so  we  can  work  with  you  to  determine 
needed  mitigation  measures  and  to  expedite  any  subsequent  comments  on 
Section  404  permits  that  may  be  required. 

Section  7(a)  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  requires  that  all  federal 
agencies,  in  consultation  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS), 
shall  insure  that  any  action  funded,  authorized,  or  carried  out  by  such 
agencies  (such  as  the  FHWA)  will  not  jeopardize  the  continued  existence 
of  any  threatened  or  endangered  species.  The  FWS  has  determined  that 
the  endangered  species  which  may  occur  in  the  project  area  are  the  bald 


eagle  (Haliaeetus  leucoceohalus)  and  peregrine  falcon  ( Falco 
peregrinus) .  If  impacts  to  large  trees  in  riparian  habitats  and  to 
fisheries  are  avoided,  we  would  not  expect  adverse  impacts  to  these 
listed  species. 

The  limited  information  provided  us  does  not  indicate  if  the  project 
will  involve  moving  power! ines.  However,  to  aid  in  your  planning  of  the 
project,  if  existing  power! ines  are  to  be  relocated,  the  reconstructed 
lines  should  be  designed  to  prevent  possible  electrocution  of  peregrine 
falcons,  bald  eagles,  and  other  raptors.  Electrocution  problems  are 
generally  most  likely  to  occur  in  open  habitats  such  as  grasslands  and 
shrublands  where  natural  perches  are  scarce,  and  in  wetlands  and  along 
rivers.  Reconstruction  of  existing  lines  should  assure  that  clearances 
between  conductors,  and  conductors  and  ground  wire,  are  sufficient  to 
preclude  raptor  electrocutions.  We  recommend  that  power  pole 
construction  be  designed  as  illustrated  in:  "Suggested  Practices  for 
Raptor  Protection  of  Power  Lines"  (Raptor  Research  Report  No.  4,  Raptor 
Research  Foundation,  Inc.,  1981).  A  copy  of  this  report  can  be  obtained 
by  writing:  Mr.  Jim  Fitzpatrick,  Treasurer,  Raptor  Research  Foundation, 
Carpenter  St.  Croix  Nature  Center,  12805  St.  Croix  Trail,  Hastings, 
Minnesota  55033. 

If  you  determine  that  federally-listed  species  may  be  adversely  affected 
by  highway  reconstruction  or  should  you  have  other  questions  in  the 
future  concerning  matters  addressed  herein,  please  contact: 


Field  Supervisor 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Enhancement 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
Federal  Building,  U.S.  Courthouse 
301  South  Park 
P.O.  Box  10023 
Helena,  Montana  59626 
Telephone:  (406)  449-5225 


In  that  regard,  we  would  appreciate  being  advised  of  any  alignment 
changes  which  may  occur  as  the  planning  progresses. 


We  aDpreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on   the  project  at  the  present 
planning  stage. 


Sincerely, 


£/       Acting  State  Supervisor 
Ecological  Services 


cc:  Director,  Montana  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife,  and  Parks, 
Helena,  MT 

Paul  Garrett,  Montana  Department  of  Highways,  Helena,  MT 
Bob  Mclnerney,  U.S.  Corps  of  Engineers,  Helena,  MT 
John  Peters,  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Denver,  CO 
Regional  Director,  USFWS,  Denver,  CO  (FWE-60120) 
Field  Supervisor,  USFWS,  Helena,  MT  (SE-61130) 


DEPARTMENT  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES 
AND  CONSERVATION 


V,    \  TED  SCHWINDEH.  GCVERNOH 


1520  EAST  SIXTH  AVENUE 


T^'tJy       '"     vjv     /  DIRECTOR'S  OFFICE  (406) -444-6699 


STATE  OF  MONTANA 


301 


Mr.  Stephen  C.  Kologi,  P.E. 
Chief,  Preconstruction  Bureau 
Montana  Department  of  Highways 
2701  Prospect 
Helena,  MT   59620 


RE:   F  1-1  (29)45 

12  MILES  S.E.  OF  LIBBY  S.E 


Dear  Mr.  Kologi: 

You  recently  requested  information  pertaining  to  the 
referenced  project.   The  Department  of  Natural  Resources  and 
Conservation  (DNRC)  has  three  concerns. 

First,  a  permit  will  be  required  for  any  work  that  affects  a 
designated  floodplain.   The  Lincoln  County  Planner  is  the 
appropriate  contact  with  regard  to  this  project. 

Second,  water  may  be  needed  for  dust  control  or  some  other 
construction-related  purpose.   If  so,  a  temporary  water  use 
permit  will  have  to  be  obtained.   For  information  about 
application  forms  and  procedures,  contact  the  DNRC  Water  Rights 
Field  Office,  PO  Box  860,  3220  Highway  93  South,  Kalispell 
(phone  752-2288) . 

Finally,  it  appears  that  this  project  may  affect  irrigation 
facilities.   Consequently,  care  should  be  taken  so  that  the 
timing  and  method  of  construction  do  not  interfere  with  the 
exercise  of  existing  water  rights,  and  any  water  rights 
facilities  that  are  involved  should  be  maintained  or  replaced. 
Our  Kalispell  Water  Rights  Field  Office  can  provide  additional 
information  on  the  water  rights  that  may  be  affected. 
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The  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  project  is  appreciated. 

Sincerely, 


^j^fi-^^C 


<t    -2. 


Carole  I.  Massman 
Administrative  Officer 


cc:   Water  Resources  Division 
(Brasch,  Hamill,  Guse) 
Kalispell  Area  Office 
Intergovernmental  Review  Clearinghouse 


Environmental  Protection         Federal  Building 

Agency                                       301  3.  Park.  Drawer  10096 

Helena.  Montana  59626-0096 
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Re:     Federal   Aid  Highway  Project 
Fl -1(29)45 
12  Miles  S.E.  of  Libby  S.E. 


Dear  Mr.  Kologi : 


This  is  in  response  to  your  letter  of  intent  regarding  the  above-referenced 
project  on  U.   S.  Highway  2  in  Lincoln  County,  Montana. 

This  project  will  involve  widening  and  reconstructing  11.7  miles  of  U.  S. 
Highway  2  southeast  of  Libby.     We  request  that  all  appropriate  pollution  and 
erosion  control  measures  be  provided  for  during  project  planning  and  design. 
These  measures  should  be  implemented  during  construction  to  assure  protection 
of  water  quality  and  aquatic  habitat. 

We  also  request  that  wetland  impacts  be  identified  early  in  the  planning 
process,  and  that  appropriate  mitigation  of  wetland  impacts  be  provided.     We 
believe  that  the  wetland  evaluation  and  mitigation  process  being  developed  by 
the  Montana  Department  of  Highways  and  the  Montana  Department  of  Fish, 
Wildlife,  and  Parks  for  the  Interagency  Highway-Wetlands  Committee  should  be 
utilized  for  this  project. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 


Sincerely 


Stephen  M.   Potts,  P.E. 
Environmental   Engineer 


of 
eFis?i,'Wildlife  C§L  Tari<§ 


^\^-*"*'~  :.'v. 


1420  East  Sixth  Avenue 
Helena,  Montana  5  9  620 
September  25,  1987 


Mr.  Paul  Garrett 

Biologist 

Department  of  Highways 

Helena,  Montana  ' 5  9620 
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Please  find  enclosed  a  copy  of  a  memo  received  from  Joe  Huston 
regarding  the  subject  project. 

Sincerely, 

Raiph  W".  Roland 

Stream  Protection  Act  Manager 

Fisheries  Division 
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State  Historic  Preservation  Office 

Montana  Historical  Society 

Mailing  Address:  225  North  Roberts  •  Helena,  MT  59620-9990 
Office  Address:  102  Broadway  •  Helena,  MT  •  (406)  444-7715 


August  1,  1989 


Edrie  Vinson,   Architectural  Historian 
Montana  Department  of  Highways 
2701  Prospect  Avenue 
Helena,   MT    59620 


Re:     Reconsideration  of  Eligibility, 
Prehistoric  Site  24LN825 


Dear  Edrie: 

Although  we  are  sorry  to  hear  of  the  loss  of  this  site,  and  trust  that  the 
landowner's  actions  had  nothing  to  do  with  MDOH  plans,  we  agree  with  John  and 
with  you  that  it  is  not  likely  that  sufficient  intact  cultural  resources  remain 
at  24LN825  to  continue  to  treat  the  site  as  eligible. 

We  concur  with  your  judgement  that  relocation  of  the  highway  in  the  area  of  the 
Schneider  homestead  will  not  have  an  effect  on  that  property.     As  far  as  the 
bridge   (24LN766)    is  concerned,  our  consultations  concerning  effect  on  this 
property  considerably  predated  signing  of  the  PA  on  roads  and  bridges,  and  even 
in  the  considerable  fray  surrounding  the  District,   I  don't  think  its  individual 
eligibility  was  ever  questioned.  We  do  not  want  to  precipitate  another  lengthly 
discussion  about  the  applicability  of  the  PA  in  cases  like  this?  however,  we  are 
concerned  about  the  fate  of  this  structure,   especially  new  that  it  is  a  unique 
example  of  its  type.     We  would  appreciate  it  if  your  agency  would  give  seme 
additional  thought  and  special  consideration  to  this  bridge. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 


Sincerely, 


Katherine^M.   Huppe 
Historical  Survey  Reviewer 

File:     Comp/MDOH-12  MLS  SE  of  Libby 
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State  Historic  Preservation  Office 

Montana  Historical  Society 

Mailing  Address:  225  North  Roberts  •  Helena,  MT  59620-9990 
Office  Address:  102  Broadway  •  Helena,  MT  •  (406)  444-7715 

September   21,    1989 

Ms.   Edrie   Vinson,    Supervisor 
Environmental   Unit 
Preconstruction  Bureau 
Montana  Department   of  Highways 
2701   Prospect  Avenue 
Helena,   MT      596  20 

Re:        12  Miles    SE  of   Libby 
Fl-1(29)45 

Dear  Edrie : 

I   am  writing   to  re-explain  our  August    1,    1989,    letter  on  the  project 
identified   above   as    it   affects   a  historic  bridge  24LN766 .      That    letter   does 
not  recommend   that   all  the  procedures   outlined   in  36CFR800  be   applied   to   the 
bridge--since   the   programmatic    is    in  place.   We  recognize   that   the   programmatic 
agreement   is    indeed   applicable   to   its   handling  at   this   time.      Instead,   we  were 
identifying   the   fact    that    the  bridge   is  unique  enough  that    it   warrants 
whatever   consideration  you  may  be   able   to  afford   it    in   further  project 
planning.      That   consideration  can  range   from  avoidance,   but    if  avoidance  or 
preservation   is  not  possible,    consideration  might  only  entail  recordation   for 
future  research  or   interpretive   projects  outlined   in  the  programmatic.      Since 
treatment  of   the   bridge    is  not   subject   to  regular  procedures   within   36CFR800, 
the   final   decision  on  any  further   treatment  of   the  bridge   rests  with  you   and 
the  Federal  Highway  Administration. 

Sincerely, 


Marcella  Sherfy 

State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 


File:   Comp/MD0H/12  Miles  SE  of  Libby 


SUMMARY  OF  THE 
LOCATION  AND  DESIGN  PUBLIC  HEARING 

File  #414  Project:  F  1-1(29) 

Swamp  Creek  -  East 

This  report  is  submitted  in  lieu  of  a  verbatim  transcript  of  the  proceedings 
at  a  Location  and  Design  Public  Hearing  held  in  the  McGrade  Elementary  School 
Gymnasium  in  Libby,  Montana  on  Tuesday,  October  10,  1989.  The  tape  of  the 
hearing  is  on  file  with  the  Department  of  Highway's  Public  Hearing  office  in 
Helena.  Twenty-six  (26)  people  attended  the  meeting. 

Brad  Peterson,  Engineer  for  Morrison-Maierle,  C.S.S.A.,  Inc.,  reviewed  the 
display  boards,  identifying  the  alignment  beginning  at  the  Libby  Creek  Bridge, 
a  new  bridge  built  a  year  and  a  half  ago,  then  extending  southeasterly  about 
12.2  miles  to  the  new  Fisher  River  Bridge.  The  work  will  include  reconstructing 
the  roadway  and  flattening  both  horizontal  and  vertical  curves  to  provide  much 
safer  stopping  and  passing  sight  distances.  The  paved  surface  will  be  32  feet 
wide  on  a  subgrade  which  will  allow  widening  to  40  feet  if  the  traffic  warrants 
it  in  the  future.  A  truck  climbing  lane  is  proposed  for  westbound  traffic 
from  Station  525+00  (Milepost  54.2)  to  Station  590+00  (Milepost  55.5).  The 
project  proposes  to  replace  the  four  (4)  bridges  over  Swamp  Creek  with  pipes. 
Alternates  to  move  away  from  the  present  alignment  did  not  seem  feasible  nor 
would  they  provide  any  benefit  and  all  were  detrimental  to  the  land  and 
existing  improvements  in  one  way  or  another. 

The  preferred  alternate,  shown  on  the  display,  follows  the  existing  roadway 
very   closely  and  would  still  affect  about  1.9  miles  of  Swamp  Creek,  1.4  miles 
of  irrigation  ditches,  and  1.6  acres  of  "other  class"  wetlands.  An  elaborate 
plan  to  replace  all  wetland  areas  will  be  worked  out  with  the  Stream  Preserva- 
tion Coordinator  from  the  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks  Department.  Part  of  this 
plan  will  include  settling  ponds  to  control  any  sediment  from  carrying  down 
Swamp  Creek.  Brad  also  reported  on  the  environmental  assessment  study  which 
examines  the  effect  of  the  project  on  the  area,  including  archaeological  and 
historic  sites.  His  study  also  includes  measures  to  preserve  and  mitigate  any 
damages  to  these  concerns. 

Bob  Scherting,  Field  Right-of-Way  (R/W)  Supervisor,  outlined  the  appraisal, 
review,  and  negotiations  processes  to  buy  the  necessary  R/W.  He  also  iden- 
tified that  three  residences  may  be  affected  and  that  a  relocation  program  to 
provide  additional  funds  and  services  is  available  to  those  involved.  Bob 
also  reported  the  ready  date  as  June  1993. 

Dan  Bartsch,  Public  Hearings  Officer,  invited  comments  on  a  new  concern  to  be 
identified  on  highway  projects,  that  of  possible  old  hazardous  waste  sites, 
such  as  gas  stations. 

Questions  and  discussion  generated  by  the  audience  were  as  follows: 

The  channel  changes  of  Swamp  Creek  were  questioned  at  different  times.  Will 
changes  effect  shallow  wells,  private  trout  ponds,  or  the  water  table?  Brad 
P.  felt  all  the  channels  would  be  restored  and  water  levels  should  not  be 
affected.  A  lady  had  Jerry  Graham,  engineer  for  M  &  M,  recap  all  channel 
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changes  then  claimed  all  the  fish  would  be  killed  and  silting  will  result  and 
settle  way  downstream,  causing  much  damage.  She  wanted  to  know  who  would  pay 
the  damages.  She  would  not  accept  Brad's  claim  that  construction  procedures 
will  work,  that  fish  will  live,  and  the  project  "may  even  improve  habitat." 
She  admitted  they  have  a  big  silting  program  presently. 

Some  discussion  involved  Cow  Creek;  if  it  was  affected  and  how.  Brad  invited 
the  owner  to  review  the  plans  after  the  meeting.  One  owner  contended  the 
creek  is  restricted  by  the  bridge  at  Station  210+00  and  floods  the  fields  back 
to  Station  220+00.  Someone  reported  the  pipe  at  Station  310  did  not  have 
water  running  in  it,  but  it  does  have  water  flow  coming  out. 

Other  water  related  items  included  the  inference  that  the  existing  subgrade  is 
poor  and  swampy  around  Milepost  54  (Station  515  to  520)  and  it  is  bad  in  the 
area  of  Station  235  to  250.  The  pavement  heaves  and  breaks  up  at  times. 

Some  questions  brought  up  construction  features  that  would  be  addressed,  such 
as  mailboxes.  They  will  be  reset  to  a  department  standard  and  moved  off  the 
shoulder  and  guardrail  will  be  provided  where  slopes  warranted.  Permitted 
advertising  signs  would  be  reset  by  the  project.  The  power  lines  between 
Stations  100  and  150  will  be  relocated  through  utility  agreements.  The  R/W 
agreements  with  individual  landowners  will  cover  items  such  as  fencing, 
approaches  and  water  facilities  for  irrigation,  stock,  and  the  like.  The 
consideration  to  overlay  the  existing  roadway  would  be  raised  if  this  recon- 
struction project  were  rejected.  An  overlay  would  fall  under  maintenance  or 
state  funds  only. 

Two  old  gas  stations  were  identified  as  possible  hazardous  waste  sites;  one  at 
Cliffside  (Dennis  Souther's)  Station  134,  and  the  other  about  Station  610, 
"with  tanks  at  the  end  of  the  first  log  building."  Discussion  also  covered 
the  effect  on  the  project  by  funding  cuts  which  may  move  the  target  date  out 
or  cut  back  the  scope  of  the  project.  Jim  Weaver,  District  Engineer,  thought 
the  job  is  far  enough  along  to  proceed.  If  it  is  let  in  the  fall  of  1993,  it 
would  probably  take  two  construction  seasons  to  complete. 

After  the  hearing,  three  landowners  sent  letters  requesting  copies  of  plans, 
reports,  and  the  E.A.  One  letter  support  the  need  for  the  project,  but 
objected  to  the  relocations  of  Swamp  Creek.  Another  letter  was  strongly 
critical  of  the  E.A.  and  the  hearing  notice.  They  felt  the  documents  should 
have  been  much  more  detailed  to  scope,  causes,  effects,  and  mitigations  of  all 
details  of  the  construction.  They  opposed  and  challenged  the  treatment  of 
Swamp  Creek  and  wanted  long-range  analysis  and  commitments  of  project  damages. 

The  department  is  in  the  process  of  addressing  these  concerns  and  consulting 
with  agencies  and  experts  to  determine  a  workable  solution. 


Daniel  P.  Bartsch,  Information  Officer 
Environmental  Section 
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David  S.  Johnson 

Montana  Department  of  Highways 

2701  Prospect  Avenue 

Helena,  Montana  59620 


November  20,  1939 


Dear  Mr.  Johnson, 

I  am  writing  to  request  information  regarding  the  Swamp  Creek  -  East  highway 
reconstruction  project. 

I  would  like  a  copy  of  the  draft  Environmental  Assessment,  a  copy  of  the  final  E.A. 
when  it  is  completed,  a  copy  of  the  Biological  Assessment,  and  a  copy  of  the 
detailed  drawings  of  the  proposed  project  from  Milepost  52  to  Milepost  53. 

I  would  be  happy  to  pay  for  any  copying  or  postage  charges  incurred. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  be  informed  when  the  Decision  Notice  is  signed,  and  I  would 
like  to  know  how  I  can  view  it.   For  example,  can  you  tell  me  where  the  notice  will 
be  published? 

Thank  you  for  any  help  and  information. 

Sincerely, 

Maggie  Craig 

19845  U.S.  Highway  2  South 

Libby,  Montana  59923  ' 
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DavidS.  Johnson,  P.E.,  Chief  November  20,  1989 

Montana  Department  of  Highways 
2701  Prospect  Avenue 
Helena,  Montana  59620 

Dear  Mr.  Johnson, 

After  reviewing  the  Environmental  Assessment  for  Swamp  Creek  - 
East  (Project  Number  F  1-1(29)45),  I  would  like  to  submit  the 
following  comments  and  concerns.   I  will  divide  my  comments  into 
two  sections,  the  first  addressing  issues  I"  feel  are  important, 
and  in  the  second  section  I  would  like  to  direct  my  comments 
toward  the  structure  of  the  E.A.  itself. 

First,  my  general  concerns: 

1.   I  strongly  object  to  the  massive  channel  changes  (1.9  miles) 
that  are  being  proposed  for  Swamp  Creek.   While  the  E.A. . 
states  in  section  4.6  that  "...The  upgrading  and  widening 
'for  the  highway  will  require  additional  modifications... 
and... based  on  preliminary  design,  which  has  been  completed 
with  the  impacts  on  the  stream  and.  all  possible  mitigation 
measures  in  mind,  it  appears. .. following  locations:11   First 
of  all,  the  impacts  were  not-identified,  nor  was. .the  mitiga- 
tion.  Specifically,  I  would  anticipate  such  impacts  as: 

a.  Channel  straightening,  v/hich  results  in  a  loss  of 
habitat  associated  with  meanders. 

b.  Excessive  sedimentation  associated  v/ith  equipment 
operating  in  and  near  streams. 

c.  Impacts  to  resident  fish  populations  (direct  fish 
kills  due  to  sedimentation) . 

d.  Impacts  to  spawning  "populations,  both  migratory,  . 
spring- spawning  rainbow  and  the  resident,  fall- 
spawning  brook  trout  that  are  known  to  occur  in  the 
stream  (loss  of  eggs  and  fry  due  to  excessive  silta— 
tion) . 

e.  Loss  of  vegetative  cover  along  the  streambanks, 
further  resulting  in  habitat  degradation  and  loss  of 
fish  numbers. 

f .  The  above  changes  would  also  affect  the  birds  and 
fur-bearers  associated  with  the  stream.   Though  not 
addressed,  there  are  populations  of  beaver,  muskrat, 
weasels,  and  mink  that  inhabit  the  stream;  and  some 
of  the  birds  include  ducks,  mergansers,  great  blue 
herons,  marsh  hawks,  sandpipers,  kingfishers,  and 
numerous  others. 


None  of  these  issues  was  addressed  nor  was  mitigation  dis- 
cussed or  documented. 

I  object  to  the  treatment  of  fisheries  values  in  the  E.A. 
The  S.A.  states  in  section  4.12  (as  obtained  from  Joe  Huston's 
memo  of  August  26,  1987)  that  "Swamp  Creek,  from  its  source 
near  Milepost  54  (Sta.  519+00)  to  about  Llilepost  43.5  (Sta. 
228+00)  has  little  fishery  value."   First  of  all,  I "know 
from  personal  experience  that  the  stream  contains  fish  at 
its  headwaters  (which  is  near  M.P.  52).   I  also  know  from 
personal  experience  that  the  stream  contains  a  very  respectable 
brook  trout  fishery  (resident  population)  from  at  least  M.P. 
49  down  to  its  mouth.   Even  a  very  simple  ocular  survey  will 
confirm  the  presence  of  numerous  6" -8"  brook  trout  throughout 
this  stretch,  with  people  catching  10"-12"  brook  trout  as 
well.   I  suspect  that  cutthroat  trout  may  be  present  also. 

Further,  in  section  4.12,  the  E.A.  states  that  "...Where 
channel  modifications  are  required,  mitigation  measures  will 
be  employed  to  help  'preserve  or  enhance'  fish  habitat." 
What,  exactly,  is  this  mitigation?  How,  exactly,  do  you  plan 
to  "preserve  or  enhance(?)"  fish  habitat  while  relocating  an 
entire  channel? 

Finally,  the  E.A.  mentions  installing  steel  baffles  and  rip- 
rap in  "some  culverts"  to  provide  water  depth  and  resting  pools 
for  fish.   Which  culverts?  Will  only  migratory  populations 
be  considered,  or  resident  ones  as  well?  ■ Resident  fish 
populations  also  require  free  access  up-  and  downstream  to 
complete  various  stages  of  their  life  cycles. 

I  am  requesting  that  bridges  be  considered • as  crossing 
structures,  since  they  evidently  v/ere  not  addressed  in  the  '• 
E.A.;  and  in  any  event,  I  am  requesting  that  fish  passage 
be  provided  the ' entire  length  of  Swamp  Creek. 

3.   I  very  strongly  object  to  the  treatment  of  relocation  of 
structures  as  identified  in  section  4.2.   The  E.A.  very 
matter-of-f actly  states  that  several  structures  will  require 
relocation,  among  them  four  residences.   "No  special  problems 
with  relocation  or  replacement  have "been  identified."   Were 
the  people  whose  houses  and  outbuildings  are  being  "relocated" 
contacted  about  "special  problems?"   Is  this  not  a  social  and 
economic  impact  that  should  have  been  addressed  under  section 
4.1?   I  would  like  to  see  public  comment  solicited  about  this, 
particularly  from  the  individuals  being  affected. 

Further,  section  4.2  states  that  "...there  will  be  no  signifi- 
cant impact  on  access  to  jobs,  schools  or  social  and  cultural 
facilities."   I  don't  know  what  constitutes  "significant 
impact,"  but  I  do  know  that  I -was  delayed  during  the  recoil-- 
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struction  between  Libby  and  Libby  Creek  for  periods  up  to  20 
minutes.   While  that  is  usually  a  minor  inconvenience,  it 
did  make  me  late  for  work  on  a  few  occasions,  since  a.  schedule 
was  never  published  as  to  when  there  would  or  would  not  be 
delays  of  any  significance.   I  am  requesting  that  such  notice 
be  published  to  support  the  assertion  in  the  E.A.  that  there 
will  be  "no  significant  impact  on  access  to  jobs." 

4.  Section  4.4  addresses  noise,  and  states  that  the  noise  level 
"...in  all  cases  is  significantly  below  the  67  dBA  recommended 
maximum."   What  will  the  noise  level  be?   It  is  only  stated 
that  noise  will  increase  1  dBA  or  less,  but  it  does  not 
indicate  to  what  level.   What  is  "significant?"   Is  noise 
pollution  something  that's  ever  mitigated?   Can  landowners 
request  mitigation?   (e.g.  having  trees  planted  to  act  as  a 
noise  and  sight  buffer) .   This  is  a  concern  to  my  husband  and 
me,  since  we  stand  to  lose  most  of  our  buffer  strip  (and 
seclusion)  between  our  house  and  the  highway.   Simply  because 
the  proposed  project  does  not  approach  the  maximum  noise 
levels  (which  are  Federal  Highway  Administration  recommended 
maximum,  not  landowner  desired  maximum  levels) ,  does  not 

mean  that  mitigation  should  not  be  considered.   Any  increase 
in  traffic  noise  to  us  as  a  result  of  decreasing  highway 
distance  to  us  or  reducing  our  buffer  strip  of  trees  is 
unacceptable . 
1 

5.  Section  4.7  states  that  only  short  term  construction-related 
water  quality  impacts  are  expected.   Any  channel  relocation 
has  impacts  associated -with  it  -that  take  years  to  stabilize. 
Sedimentation  occurs  for  a  period  of  years  as  on-site  sediment 
gradually  moves  downstream  with  each  runoff.   Vegetation  takes 
a  period  of  years  to  generate  and  establigh  itself  to  the 
point  of  providing  streambank  stability.   Long-term  impacts 
are  not  adequately  addressed  in  the  E.A.,  nor  is  mitigation 
identified  or  discussed.   I  want  to  know  how  both  short  and 
long  term  impacts  will  be  mitigated. 

Additionally,  the  E.A.  states  that  small  streams  on  this  ; 
project  "may  not"  require  a  Section  404  permit.  Will  they 
or  won1 t  they? 

While  not  addressed  anywhere  in  the  E.A.,  erosion  control 
needs  should  be  identified.   Separate  documentation  exists 
for  seeding  and  willow  sprigging  recommendations,  but  nowhere 
does  the  E.A.  address  this  issue.   This  is  a  crucial  water 
quality  mitigative  measure.   Post-construction  problems  with 
the  Lyon  Springs/Crystal  Creek  area  should  make  evident  the 
need  for  addressing  this  concern.   In  case  you  weren't  aware, 
erosion  occurred  off  the  cut  and  fill  banks  in  that  area  and 
sedimentation  could  be  traced  directly  into  the  Fisher  River 
(I  personally  tranced  gullies  to  the  river).   This  is  a 


violation  of  state  water  quality  standards,  and  I  would  like 
to  know  how  you  intend  to  prevent  this  from  happening  with 
Swamp  Creek. 

6.  The  need  for  controlling  noxious  weeds  was  not  addressed 
anywhere  in  the  E.A.   I  want  to  know  how  noxious  weeds  will 
be  controlled.   Seeding  the  road  shoulders  is  not  adequate, 
as  evidenced  by  the -proliferation  of  knapweed  between  Libby 
and  Libby  Creek  from  the  previous  highway  reconstruction 
through  that  area.   V/ill  (and  how  will)  landowners  be  com- 
pensated for  the  increased  costs  of  trying  to  eradicate  the 
knapweed  that  will  follow  construction  activities?   Kow  will 
the  loss  of  productive  farm  land/wildlife  habitat  be  recog- 
nized, if  landowners  choose  not  to  control  knapweed?  What 
measures  are  being  undertaken  to  ensure  that  additional 
noxious  weed  species  will  not  be  introduced? 

7.  An  issue  to  me  that  I  would  like  to  have  some  assurance  that 
it  will  be  controlled  is  litter.   It  has  been  my  experience 
that  most  construction  crews,  be  they  highway,  power,  logging 
contractors,  or  whomever,  have  little  to  no  regard  for  keeping 
the  environment  free  of  garbage,   We  have  more  than  enough  of 
people's  trash  on  the  highways  already,  and  -1-  would  like  to 
know  if  crews  will  be  required  to  clean  up  after  themselves. 

, To  this  end,  why  is  there  no  regularly  scheduled  litter  pick- 
1  up  designated  for  Highway  2  and  other  highways?   (Other  than 

the  boy  scouts  in  the  spring,  that  is).   Other  states  pick 

up  their  highway  garbage  occasionally;  why  doe  sn1 1  Mont  an?.? 

This  issue  could  have  been  addressed  under  section  4.13, 

"Visual." 

Also,  I  take  exception  to  the  statement  made  under  section 
4.18  that  "The  construction  of  the  project  will  not  change 
view  from  the  roadway."   This  is  not  true,  as  the  immediate 
view  will  most  certainly  be  changed  as  the  roadway  will  be 
widened,  knapweed  will  be  the  most  prevalent  plant  species 
viewed,  and  all  trees  will  be  obliterated  within  the  very 
wide  right-of-way.   This  dramatically  changes  my  view  from, 
the  roadway. 

8.  Section  4.9  addresses  wetlands  and  identifies  which  wetlands 
will  be  affected' by  the  project.   The  net  potential  decrease 
of  wetland  habitat  is  estimated  to  be  1.6  acres.   Alternatives 
were  supposedly  considered  to  eliminate  this  decrease,  one 
being  a  no-action  alternative,  and  the  other  being  adjustments 
to  the  proposed  alignment.   This  was  not  considered  an 
acceptable  alternative  because,  "Moving  the  roadway  from 

it's  (sic)  existing  corridor  would  cause  significant  additional 
environmental  impacts  and  is  not  considered  an  acceptable 
alternative."   Where  are  the  proposed  changes  identified? 
What  are  the  additional,  significant  environmental  impacts? 


What  is  more  significant  than  losing  wetland  habitat,  a  federally  protected 
habitat  feature?   I  would  like  to  see  these  adjustments  to  the  proposed 
alignment  identified,  evaluated,  and  documented. 

Additionally,  it  is  stated  that  wetland  gains  or  losses  can  be  carried 
forward  from  year-to-year,  with  the  objective  being  that  there  will  be  no 
net  loss  of  wetlands.   It  is  not  stated  if  the  1.6  acres  of  wetlands  loss  will 
be  mitigated  by  one  of  the  three  identified  measures,  or  whether  the  loss  will 
be  carried  forward  on  the  balance  sheet.   If  it  v/ill  be  mitigated  by  one  of 
the  three  measures,  which  one  and  where?  If  not,  how  is  the  balance  sheet 
stacking  up  with  accrued  losses  and  gains  (if  any)?  What  geographical 
area  does  this  balance  cover?  How,  when,  and  where  would  a  replacement  area 
be  identified? 

9.  Section  4.10  states  that  "No  effects  on  land  use  resulting  from  construction 
of  this  project  have  been  identified."  This  cannot  be  true,  since  landowners 
all  along  the  reconstruction  route  v/ill  lose  timbered  land,  hay  and  farmland, 
pastureland,  gardens,  outbuildings,  and  even  houses.   Not  insignificant  v/ill 
be  the  loss  of  hay  production,  as  the  Schneider  family's  fields  are  part  of 
the  very  few  productive  hay  fields  found  near  Libby  available  for  sale  to  the 
public.   I  believe  this  should  properly  be  discussed  as  an  issue,  with 
possible  mitigation  identified.   Has  the  loss  of  income  to  the  Schneiders 
been  addressed  because  they  won't  have  as  much  hay  to  sell?  Has  the  loss  of 
income  to  Chuck  Wulf  been  addressed  because  he  won't  be  able  to  feed  as 

many  cows  with  his  decreased  hay  production?  How  will  they  be  compensated? 
Where  will  people  v/ho  normally  buy  their  hay  from  Schneiders  buy  future  hay, 
since  hay  production  will  decrease?  Hay  is  not  always  easy  to  come  by  in  Libby, 
and  taking  hay  land  out  of  production  is  definitely  a  negative  impact  to  those 
who  will  be  affected  by  it. 

10.  As  for  those  same  hay  fields,  how  has  the  seasonal  wetland  habitat/high  water 
table  been  addressed  for  the  highway  relocation?  Those  hay  fields  presently 
have  standing  water  in  them  for  easily  one  month  (and  sometimes  more)  out  of 
every  year,  and  that  does  not  seem  to  me  to  be  a  good  highway  location. 
While  this  was  not  addressed  in  the'E.A.,  it  is  my  understanding  that  some 
proposed  relocations  involve  high  water  table  and  peat  bog  areas.   How  is  a 
highway  located  through  a  marsh  (page  2  of  the  wetland  evaluation  maps  is 
missing  from  the  E.A.,  but  I  would  assume  that  the  field  and  peat  bog  near 
LLP.  49  should  have  been  identified)?   Exactly  what  will  be  done  in  this  area 
regarding  fill  amount  and  type?  How  will  the  water  table  characteristics  be 
changed?  How  v/ill  frost  heave  be  controlled  on  ground  that  shakes  when  even 
a  horse  walks  on  it?  What  other  impacts  might  be  anticipated  to  occur?  Why 
was  none  of  this  addressed  in  the  E.A.? 

11.  Section  4.12  states  that  "...if  impacts  to  large  trees  in  riparian  habitats 
and  to  fisheries  are  avoided,  no  adverse  impacts  to  these  listed  species  are 
expected."   The  E.A.  does  not  disclose  that  impacts  will  be  associated  with 
fisheries  and  large  trees,  but  it  is  evident  that  negative  impacts  will 
occur.   Obviously,  large  trees  and  otherwise  will  be  removed  from  the  expanded 
right-of-way,  and  although  the  E.A.  does  not  admit  to  resident  fish  values, 

a  fishery  does  exist  and  if  impacted  by  the  project  (which  it  v/ill  be),  adverse 
impacts  to  eagles  and  falcons  might  be  expected.   Why  doesn't  the  E.A. 
address  this?   If  a  Biological  Assessment  has  been  done  and  it  has  been 


determined  there  will  be  no  effect,  why  isn't  this  disclosed  in  the  body 
of  the  E.A.?  What  does  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  have  to  say  about  the 
impacts  that  will  occur? 

Also,  the  USFWS  recommended  that  new  drainage  structures  be  designed  to 
assure  that  these  will  have  no  effect  on  fish  passage.   I  concur,  and 
again  ask  that  fish  passage  be  provided  the  entire  length  of  Swamp  Creek. 

In  the  same  section,  4.12,  the  last  paragraph  talks  about  deer  populations 
and  how  mitigative  measures  will  be  considered  so  that  the  problem  of  deer 
using  mineral  licks  along  the  roadsides  will  be  reduced.  What  mitigation 
will  be  considered?  How,  exactly,  are  deer  discouraged  from  using  road 
cuts  as  mineral  licks? 

12.   Finally,  and  very  importantly,  I  would  like  to  comment  on  the  rights-of-way 
acquisition.   Though  it  was  not  nearly  adequately  addressed  in  the  E.A., 
I  can  foresee  some  very  serious  problems  associated  with  the  right-of-way, 
which  was  briefly  touched  upon  in  section  4.2,  "Relocations." 

First  of  all,  it  would  be  helpful  to  have  a  map  accompanying  the  discussion 
in  section  4.14  displaying  the  existing  right  s-of-wa3;\  Further,  there  is  no 
discussion  as  to  what  the  minimum  federal  highway  specification  is  for  a 
right-of-way.   It  is  not  displayed  or  documented  whether  the  proposed  action 
meets  minimum  federal  specifications,  or  whether  it  exceeds  them.   There 
is  no  discussion  of  the  impacts  to  landowners  associated  with  right-of-way 
acquisition.   There  is  no  attempt  made  to  mitigate  the  proposed  action,  in 
the  form  of  trying  to  avoid  highway  relocations  and  instead  utilizing  the 
existing  roadway.   There  is  no  mention  made  of  the  decreased  property 
values  people  will  face  with  having  their  property  altered  in  size  and 
character  or  obliterated  altogether  by  the  highway.   In  our  own  case, 
v/e  will  be  losing  most,  if  not  all,  of  the  timbered  screen  that  secludes  us 
from  highway  view  and  noise.   Certainly,  the  people  losing  buildings  and 
even  houses  deserve  a  discussion  of  this. 

Further,  why  were  no  intermediate  alternatives  identified?  Why  isn't 
there  a  medium  range  of  alternatives  that  attempts  to  save  people's 
property?   I  am  asking  that  a  full  discussion  addresses  this  topic,  with 
all  of  these  issues   addressed  and  the  full  impacts  disclosed  to  the 
landowners.   It  is  simply  not  enough  to  say,  in  effect,  "This  is  what 
we 're  going  to  do. " 

That  concludes  my  initial  thoughts  on  the  proposed  project.   Next,  I  would  like  to 
express  some  concerns  I  have  with  the  E.A.  documentation  that  has  occurred  thus  far, 

1.  Regarding  public  comment,  I  am  confused  as  to  how  and  when  the  public  was 
notified  of  this  project,  other  than  notification  in  September  of  a 
"Location  and  Design"  public  hearing  that  was  held  in  October.   Was  any 
public  comment  solicited  for  the  draft  E.A.?   If  so,  where  and  when? 

2.  Section  1,  "Description  of  the  Proposed  Action"  is  very  brief  and  does  not 
adequately  define  the  nature  of  the  project.   Paragraph  5  talks  about 
widening,  grading,  etc.   It  does  not  talk  about  relocation,  which  to  me 


connotes  more  severe  impacts  (as  evidenced  by  the  stream  channel  relocations 
and  structure  losses).   Additionally,  paragraph  3  says  that  the  new  align- 
ment will  follow  the  existing  alignment  as  closely  as  possible.   Where  is 
it  documented  that  this  was  done?  Where  are  the  other  alternatives  to  show 
what  choices  were  made,  and  where? 

3.  Section  2,  "Purpose  and  Meed"  describes  the  primary  objectives,  one  of  which  i; 
to  meet  current  standards.  What  are  the  current  standards?  Why  aren't 

they  displayed,  so  the  public  knows  what  is  being  planned  versus  what  is 
required  for  federal  highway  specifications? 

Another  objective  is  listed  as  providing  a  modem  highway  facility  compatible 
with  the  human  and  natural  environment.   How  can  1.9  miles  of  a  fishery 
stream  be  relocated  and  deemed  compatible  with  the  project;  or  more 
specifically,  vice  versa? 

4.  Section  3,    "Alternatives  Considered"  proposes  two  alternatives,  a  rather 
all-or-nothing  approach.   I  suggest  that  other,  less  drastic  alternatives 
be  developed,  considered,  evaluated,  and  displayed.   Other  alternatives 
were  said  to  have  been  considered  but  that  greater  right-of-way  acquisitions 
and  more  significant  impacts  would  occur.   I  fail  to  see  why  other  alter- 
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5.  I  would  like  to  express  my  dismay  at  how  the"Notice  of  the  Highway  Location 
and  Design  Public  Hearing"  was  written.   It  states  that  the  project  will 
consist  of  "reconstructing"  (not  relocating)  the  highway,  and  that  "some" 
creek  channel  changing  "may"  be  required.   It  also  states  that  the  Swamp 
Creek  bridges  will  either  be  widened  or  replaced  with  pipes.   Nothing 

but  pipes  was  ever  discussed  in  the  E.A.   In  fact,  the  only  reference  made 
to  pipes  versus  bridges  was  in  reference  to  the  Swamp  Creek  timber  bridge 
(Site  24LN766),  which  was  determined  to  be  eligible  for  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places.   It  is  summarily  dismissed  as  being  infeasible 
to  protect. 

The  notice  was  deceptive  and  misleading,  and  an  unwelcome  surprise  to  those 
who  attended  the  meeting  and  discovered  how  issues  were  actually  being 
handled.   A  more  accurate  portrayal  of  the  project  perhaps  would  have  better 
prepared  residents  for  the  meeting. 

6.  Finally,  I  would  like  to  say  that  I  consider  the  scope  of  this  project 
fully  worthy  of  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement.   People's  homes, 
outbuildings,  land,  and  property  values  are  being  lost  or  decreased,  and  I 
consider  this  a  significant  impact  to  the  human  environment. 
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Subject:  F  1-1(29)45 

Swamp  Creek  -  East 


Attached  for  your  review  are  the  following  documents  relating  to  the 
above  noted  project. 

1)  Environmental  Assessment/4(f )  Statement 

2)  Biological  Assessment 

3)  Distribution  List  for  the  Notice  of  Hearing 

4)  Construction  Plans  (Milepost  52-53) 

5)  Summary  of  the  Location  &  Design  PUblic  Hearing 

The  following  is  in  response  to  your  letter  of  November  20,  1989.  The 
sections  and  items  listed  correlate  to  each  section  and  item  in  your 
letter. 

SECTION  1 

Item  Nos.  1  &  2  -  Mr.  Huston's  statement  concerning  "Little  Fishery 
Value"  on  the  upper  reaches  of  Swamp  Creek  was  not  meant  to  indicate 
there  was  no  fishery.  His  assessment  is  a  relative  assessment  based  on 
other  fisheries  in  the  area. 

The  fishery  ratings  generally  increase  as  the  species  diversity  and 
populations  within  the  fishery  increase.  The  lack  of  species  diversity 
and  population  in  the  upper  reaches  of  Swamp  Creek  would  tend  to  lower 
its  rating. 

The  total  length  of  the  new  channel  will  equal  or  exceed  the  length  of 
the  impacted  channel.  This  will  assure  a  channel  sinuosity  equal  to  or 
greater  than  the  existing  channel.  Also,  as  much  as  topography  and 
landowners  will  allow,  more  meanders/sinuosity  can  be  incorporated  into 
the  design  to  increase  fish  habitat.  Other  features,  such  as  logdrop 
structures,  cobble/gravel  placement,  and  vegetation  planting  along  the 
channel  can  be  incorporated  in  the  design.  A  significant  portion  of  the 
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channel  relocation  will  be  eliminated  between  Stations  192+00  and 

219+00.  An  abandoned  stream  channel  will  be  connected  to  the  existing 

stream,  thus  eliminating  approximately  2,00  feet  of  stream  channel 

change.  Further  mitigation  measures  for  channel  change  are  discussed  on 

page  18  and  20  of  the  EA. 

Five  primary  Swamp  Creek  culverts  are  proposed  on  the  project.  All  of 
these  culverts,  with  the  exception  of  the  last  culvert  in  the  extreme 
headwaters  of  the  drainage,  will  be  designed  to  provide  for  fish  passage 
of  resident  and  migratory  fish  species.  This  should  increase  fish 
diversity  and  population  throughout  most  of  Swamp  Creek,  since  one  of 
the  existing  culverts  near  the  mouth  of  Swamp  Creek  now  appears  to  limit 
fish  passage. 

Item  No.  3  -  Addressing  your  objections  to  the  way  we  address  relo- 
cation, federal  regulations  require  an  extensive  relocation  program 
where  all  solutions  to  problems  created  by  displacement  are  aggressively 
pursued. 

As  for  adding  relocation  to  the  social  and  economic  portions  of  the 
environmental  assessment  (EA),  the  environmental  assessment  has  to  be 
divided  into  separate  categories  for  clarity  sake. 

Public  comment  was  solicited  on  relocation  at  the  public  hearing,  as  it 
was  on  all  other  portions  of  environmental  assessment.  Every  individual 
in  attendance  had  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

In  the  next  paragraph,  you  imply  that  delays  to  traffic  during  con- 
struction should  be  considered  as  a  significant  impact  in  the  EA.  Let 
me  assure  you  that  a  minor  inconvenience  such  as  this  will  be  more  than 
offset  after  construction  because  of  a  greatly  improved  roadway. 

Item  No.  4  -  In  accordance  with  FHPM  7-7-3,  a  State  Highway  Agency 
(SHA)  must  determine  if  there  will  be  traffic  noise  impacts  in  areas 
adjacent  to  Type  I  (new  highway  construction  or  realignment)  projects. 
If  it  identifies  potential  impacts,  the  SHA  must  consider  noise  abate- 
ment measures  and  implement  them  where  reasonable  and  feasible.  Traffic 
noise  impacts  occur  when  the  future  traffic  noise  levels  approach  or 
exceed  the  noise  abatement  criteria  contained  in  FHPM  7-7-3  (67  dBA  for 
Category  B,  which  includes  residents)  or  when  the  future  traffic  noise 
levels  substantially  exceed  the  existing  noise  levels  (usually  an 
increase  of  10-15  dBAO. 

The  majority  of  SHA's  define  "significant"  or  "substantial"  as  an 
increase  of  either  10  dBA  or  15  dBA.  As  stated  in  the  EA,  the  noise 
levels  will  increase  1  to  1.6  dBA.  An  increase  from  1  to  1.6  dBA  would 
be  nearly  impossible  to  detect  with  the  human  ear  and  therefore  would 
certainly  not  be  considered  significant. 


Maggie  Craig 

Page  3 

March  9,  1990 


Noise  abatement  or  mitigation  must  be  considered  when  the  future  traffic 
noise  levels  approach  or  exceed  the  noise  abatement  criteria. 
Implementation  of  mitigation  measures  is  required  where  reasonable  and 
feasible.  The  interpretation  of  "reasonable  and  feasible"  is  based  on  a 
number  of  factors  which  include,  but  are  not  limited  to:  expected  noise 
reduction  (6-10  dBA),  cost,  aesthetics,  safety,  and  maintenance  --  all 
of  which  should  be  weighed  on  a  project-by-project  basis. 

The  planting  or  replanting  of  vegetation  (trees)  would  probably  provide 
little,  if  any,  actual  noise  reduction;  however,  such  a  barrier  could 
provide  visual  and  psychological  relief.  As  with  the  previous  question, 
it  should  be  evaluated  on  a  project-by-project  basis  or  location-by- 
location  basis. 

Item  No.  5  -  Water  quality  impacts  during  construction  are  unavoidable 
and  the  contractor  is  responsible  for  obtaining  a  3(a)  permit  and 
adhering  to  State  Health  rules.  Sediment  settling  ponds  will  be  incor- 
porated into  the  design  to  minimize  stream  sedimentation.  The  pond 
design  will  allow  for  sedimentation  capture  during  the  initial  stages  of 
construction.  It  also  will  incorporate  a  weir  or  some  kind  of  highwater 
diversion  to  capture  highwater  flows  and  allow  for  future  long-term 
sedimentation  control.  If  possible,  the  pond  design  will  also  incorpo- 
rate features  typical  of  wetlands,  thus  providing  mitigation  for  some  of 
the  wetlands  impacted  by  the  project.  The  narrow  canyon  and  landowner/ 
agricultural  conflicts  will  preclude  the  use  of  numerous  settling  ponds. 

The  banks  of  the  channel  change  will  be  sloped  as  flat  as  possible  and 
will  revegetate  rapidly  due  to  good  soils  and  high  precipitation. 

Erosion  control  features  will  be  engineered  into  the  plans,  along  with 
the  standard  specifications  and  specials.  The  project  manager  will  also 
receive  an  erosion  control  plan  from  the  contractor  at  the  preconstruc- 
tion  conference  and  he  can  implement  erosion  features  on  an  as-needed 
basis  during  construction. 

Item  No.  6  -  The  plans  and  specials  have  been  approved  by  the  Lincoln 
County  Week  District  for  noxious  weed  control.  The  contractor  is  also 
required  to  submit  a  noxious  weed  control  plan  to  the  weed  district 
prior  to  starting  construction. 

The  question  of  who  will  control  knapweed  is  a  statewide  question. 

The  weed  districts  are  responsible  for  enforcing  the  weed  law.  The 
Montana  Department  of  Highways  has  a  policy  to  repay  the  district  for 
any  money  spent  for  weed  control  on  our  right-of-way. 
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The  area  is  solid  knapweed  and  we  are  committed  to  prevent  further 
spreading  through  construction  activities.  Borrow  areas  are  stripped  of 
vegetation,  topsoil  is  stockpiled  and  used  on  the  site.  A  noxious  weeds 
plan  is  also  required  by  the  Department  of  State  Lands,  and  borrow  areas 
will  not  be  released  if  noxious  weeds  are  not  contained  or  eliminated. 

Item  No.  7  -  The  contractor  will  be  required  to  clean  the  construction 
areas  before  his  contract  is  considered  complete.  Regarding  litter, 
when  maintenance  funds  and  priorities  allow,  litter  is  retrieved. 

Item  No.  8  -  The  major  wetland  impact  area  at  Site  #1  is  so  extensive 
that  virtually  any  alignment  changes  would  have  still  impacted  a  similar 
amount  of  wetlands.  The  alignment/design  at  Site  #6  was  modified  to 
avoid  as  much  wetland  as  possible  while  minimizing  extensive  cuts  on  the 
steep,  erosive,  mountain  slopes  at  the  site. 

Item  No.  9  -  The  state  "no  affects  on  land  use"  pertains  to  the  remain- 
ders and  simply  states  that  the  land  adjacent  to  the  acquisition  will  be 
used  in  the  same  way  it  is  presently  being  used.  Each  affected  landower 
will  be  contacted  by  a  right-of-way  agent  and  their  losses  addressed. 
These  negotiations  are  governed  by  federal  regulations. 

Item  No.  10  -  In  answer  to  Item  No.  10,  please  refer  to  pages  10,  11, 
12,  13,  14,  15,  16,  and  17  in  the  Environmental  Assessment. 

Item  No.  11  -  Adverse  impacts  to  raptors  on  the  project  are  negligible. 
Please  refer  to  the  attached  biological  assessment  for  this  project. 
The  U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  comments  on  the  project  are  in  Appendix 
A  of  the  project  environmental  assessment.  One  of  the  most  effective 
ways  to  discourage  deer  from  using  road  cut  mineral  licks  is  to 
establish  a  vegetative  cover  on  the  slope  that  is  not  desirable/ 
palatable  to  deer. 

Item  No.  12  -  Regarding  concerns  about  exceeding  minimum  federal  speci- 
fications for  the  right-of-way  design,  several  reviews  have  been  held 
(over  the  life  of  the  project)  to  find  ways  to  eliminate  or  minimize 
damage  to  the  adjacent  land  or  personal  property.  Although  the  existing 
right-of-way  was  followed  as  closely  as  possible,  several  factors 
necessitate  moving  the  highway  into  private  property  with  safety  being 
the  most  important  one.  Design  standards  for  safety  do  not  allow  for 
very  sharp  curves  on  this  project  because  of  the  hazards  involved  while 
driving  during  the  winter  months.  A  second  factor  controlling  this 
project  is  the  steep  terrain  that  lies  adjacent  to  the  roadway  where  any 
excavation  would  entail  large  amounts  of  earthwork  and  a  tremendous 
increase  in  cost.  Even  so,  there  is  an  ongoing  effort  to  minimize 
damages  throughout  the  project  and  some  changes  may  be  forthcoming.  As 
discussed  in  previous  portions  of  this  letter  (under  federal  and  state 
guidelines),  compensation  for  acquisition  or  damage  to  private  property 
will  be  negotiated  with  each  landowner  that  is  being  affected. 
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In  answer  to  your  statement  concerning  public  input  into  alternate 
alignments,  although  the  alignment  has  been  finalized  and  at  this  stage 
any  change  would  be  quite  difficult,  we  will  review  any  request  that 
appears  to  be  valid. 

SECTION  2 

Item  No.  1  -  The  first  general  distribution  of  information  on  the 
project  to  the  "public"  including  landowners  and  other  private 
individuals  was  the  notice  of  the  public  hearing.  As  required  by  the 
Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA)  the  notice  was  published  twice  in 
the  local  newspaper  at  least  30  and  10  days  prior  to  the  hearing.  The 
notice,  with  a  reduced  copy  of  the  display  boards,  was  distributed  about 
9-14-89  to  city,  county,  state,  and  federal  agencies  and  offices  to 
local  concerns  such  as  Chamber  of  Commerce,  environmental 
organizational,  and  the  landowners  as  reported  on  abstract  reports  used 
on  the  preliminary  right-of-way  plans  (copy  of  mailing  list  attached). 
Notice  of  the  availability  of  the  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  was 
included  in  the  hearing  notice  and  at  the  meeting.  Copies  of  the  EA 
were  distributed  under  separate  letter  to  city,  county,  state  and 
federal  agencies  and  offices  (copy  of  mail  list  attached). 

Item  No.  2  -   The  EA  was  written  according  to  FHWA  regulations.  Although 
the  description  does  not  itemize  every  detail,  we  feel  the  description 
was  adequate  and  the  more  detailed  information  was  provided  in  other 
sections.  Regarding  the  alignments  and  alternates  selected,  please 
refer  to  page  7  of  the  EA. 

Item  No.  3  -  Current  standards  refer  to  the  current  design  standards 
developed  by  the  MDOH  and  approved  by  FHWA.  An  example  of  these  stan- 
dards would  be  Figure  3  in  the  EA. 

Regarding  the  compatibility  of  this  project  with  the  human  and  natural 
environment,  although  this  project  is  relocating  a  fishery  stream, 
damage  will  be  minimized  and  the  stream  will  be  perpetuated. 

Item  No.  4  -  We  have  considered  all  possibilities  for  alternates  on  this 
project  and  the  viable  alternates  were  presented  in  the  EA.  If  you  can 
develop  an  alternate  that  we  have  some  how  not  investigated,  we  will 
consider  its  viability. 

Item  No.  5  -  The  hearing  notice  is  intended  to  notify  the  public  of  the 
time  and  place  of  the  meeting  and  give  them  some  general  idea  of  the 
scope  of  work.  The  notice  of  the  public  hearing  was  not  designed  or 
intended  to  detail  a  project  for  a  reader  to  get  an  exact  and  complete 
picture  of  all  issues  which  may  be  created  by  the  project.  The  notice 
stated  reconstruction  to  replace  the  subgrade  for  a  future  40-foot 
surface.  This  leads  most  people  to  realize  the  new  road  will  be  consid- 
erably wider  and  therefore  need  considerably  more  R/W  than  the  roadway 
they  are  using.  The  alignment  will  closely  follow  the  existing  roadway 
with  horizontal  and  vertical  curves  being  flattened..."  This  statement 
is  true  and  can  be  followed  on  the  display  as  the  new  alignment  is 
clearly  shown  on  one  shoulder  or  the  other  of  the  existing  road,  except 
for  the  inside  of  most  horizontal  curves. 


Maggie  Craig 
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Regarding  the  creek  channel  changes,  the  "may"  in  the  notice  was  misused 
and  "will"  should  have  been  inserted  as  it  was  clearly  marked  on  the 
displays  the  locations  of  the  channel  changes.  As  plans  are  still 
subject  to  changes  through  the  public  hearing  process,  the  option  of 
pipes  or  bridges  is  still  available  until  all  public  input  is  received 
and  reviewed. 

Regarding  Site  24LN766,  a  historic  timber  bridge  at  Milepost  46.7  was 
determine  eligible  for  listing  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places.  A  similar  bridge,  24LN765  at  Milepost  46.1,  was  determined 
ineligible  due  to  loss  of  integrity  suffered  when  a  vehicle  collided 
with  the  concrete  balustrade.  That  accident  is  indicative  of  the  road 
hazard  created  by  the  narrow  deck  and  the  roadside  obstacle.  Since  the 
deck  cannot  be  widened  without  destroying  the  historic  integrity  and  the 
safety  hazard  cannot  be  corrected  without  removing  the  balustrade,  it  is 
not  feasible  to  project  the  historic  bridge. 

Montana  has  1,507  recorded  historic  period  bridges.  Of  these,  106  have 
been  determined  eligible  for  listing  on  the  National  Register  of  His- 
toric Places.  Since  it  is  not  always  feasible  to  continue  to  use 
historic  bridges  in  place  due  to  their  narrow  width  and  inability  to 
carry  today's  loads  and  traffic,  the  FHWA,  DOH,  State  Historic  Preserva- 
tion Office,  and  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  have 
agreed  to  a  programmatic  approach  to  the  consideration  of  historic 
bridges.  That  agreement  does  not  require  individual  consideration  of 
this  structure. 

Item  No.  6  -  Although  four  residences  and  some  outbuildings  will  be 
required,  we  will  provide  relocation  assistance  and  just  compensation 
(pages  8  and  9  of  the  EA).  We  disagree  with  your  assessment  of  the 
impacts.  We  will  not  be  changing  the  environmental  document  from  an 
Environmental  Assessment  to  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

/'' 

/'   •  .-■ 

David  S.  Johnson,  P.E. 
Preconstri/ction  Engineer 
Preconstruction  Bureau 


DSJ:MAL:cm:5/ii 

cc:  D.  S.  Johnson 

\   G.  A.  Jackson 

\^R.  R.  Newhouse 

E.  L.  Vinson 


